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Part	  I	  –	  Theoretical	  assessment	  
	  
Introduction	  
	  
Since	  the	  birth	  of	  the	  EU	  (or	  the	  EC,	  the	  EEC,	  etc)	  trying	  to	  create	  a	  comprehensive	  definition	  of	  
the	  Union	  has	  been	  one	  of	   the	  most	  discussed	   themes	   in	  academics.	  Traditional	   categories	  and	  
definitions	   never	   seem	   completely	   appropriate,	   and	   also	   ex	   novo	   categories	   like	   Super-­‐state,	  
International	   Organization,	   or	   Sui	   Generis	   organization,	   seem	   partial.	   They	   all	   grasp	   some	  
peculiarities	   of	   the	   EU,	   but	   not	   the	   famous	   “nature	   of	   the	   beast”	   in	   his	   totality	   (Risse-­‐Kappen	  
1996)1.	  The	  discussion	  on	  the	  “nature	  of	  the	  beast”	  is	  strictly	  linked	  with	  the	  debate	  on	  EU	  polity,	  
which	   in	   the	   academic	   field	   has	   huge	   implications	   on	   European	   studies	   methodologies	   and	  
research.	  With	  EU	  polity	  it	  is	  intended	  the	  political	  nature	  and	  the	  identity	  of	  the	  union,	  which	  it	  is	  
presumed	  to	  be	  peculiar	  and	  particular	  and	  does	  not	  coincide	  with	  the	  identity	  or	  the	  sum	  of	  the	  
identities	  of	  EU	  Member	  States.	  It	  is	  assumed	  that	  a	  political	  entity	  manifests	  its	  identity	  through	  
its	  organization,	  and	  actions,	  which	  should	  sum	  up	  to	  its	  political	  nature,	  its	  polity.	  EU	  polity	  could	  
be	   studied	   from	   different	   perspectives,	   starting	   from	   its	   institutions,	   its	   history,	   its	   external	  
relations	   or	   its	   legal	   basis.	   The	   present	   dissertation	  would	   like	   to	   look	   at	   EU	  polity	   through	   the	  
Union’s	   Foreign	   Policy,	   since	   different	   aspects	   of	   the	   topic	   can	   be	   synthesized	   through	   Foreign	  
Policy.	   An	   analysis	   on	   EU	   Foreign	   Policy	   cannot	   exclude	   EU	   enlargement,	   being	   the	   two	   strictly	  
related	  even	  though	  each	  one	  has	  different	  means,	  and	  instruments.	  The	  dissertation	  follows	  the	  
postulation	  that	  how	  an	  actor	  behaves	  towards	  the	  outside,	  valuing	  its	  intentions	  and	  its	  actions	  
shows	  something	  of	  its	  nature	  and	  identity;	  maybe	  the	  most	  obvious	  and	  superficial	  features	  of	  its	  
identity,	  anyhow	  features	  that	  should	  not	  be	  overlooked.	  On	  EU	  enlargement,	  EU	  Foreign	  Policy,	  
and	   consequently	   EU	   polity,	   three	   main	   approaches	   can	   be	   identified.	   Once	   assumed	   that	   EU	  
enlargement	   plays	   a	   role	   in	   the	   definition	   of	   EU	   polity,	   even	   if	   indirectly,	   than	   these	   different	  
approaches	   can	  be	   the	   starting	  point	  of	   a	   larger	   analysis.	   Scholars	  have	  been	   looking	   at	   the	  EU	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Risse-­‐Kappen,	  Thomas.	  "Exploring	  the	  nature	  of	  the	  beast:	  international	  relations	  theory	  and	  comparative	  policy	  
analysis	  meet	  the	  European	  Union."	  JCMS:	  Journal	  of	  Common	  Market	  Studies	  34.1	  :	  53-­‐80.	  1996	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either	   as	   a	   problem-­‐solving	   entity,	   a	   value-­‐based	   community,	   or	   as	   a	   rights-­‐based	  post-­‐national	  
union	  (Sjursen	  2012)2.	  Valuing	  the	  EU	  as	  a	  problem-­‐solving	  entity	  implies	  that	  the	  EU	  can	  hardly	  be	  
defined	   as	   a	   different,	   and	   bigger	   object	   compared	   to	   an	   international	   organization;	   in	   this	  
hypothesis	  Member	  States	  decide	  to	  participate	  after	  a	  plain	  cost-­‐benefit	  analysis.	  When	  the	  latter	  
outnumber	  the	  former,	  Member	  States	  have	  huge	  incentives	  in	  joining	  the	  club,	  and	  subsequently	  
co-­‐operate	   in	   the	   union.	   This	   approach	   is	   founded	   on	   the	   realist	   approach	   to	   International	  
Relations,	  and	  therefore	  values	  principally	  the	  intergovernmental	  nature	  of	  the	  EU,	  which	  leads	  to	  
different	   developments	   in	   the	   realm	   of	   foreign	   policy	   (Schimmelfenning	   &	   Sedelmeier	   2002)3.	  
Following	  this	  first	  approach	  is	  hard	  to	  conceive	  the	  EU	  as	  an	  organism	  that	  is	  more	  than	  the	  sum	  
of	  its	  parts,	  as,	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  is	  largely	  conceived	  after	  the	  Maastricht	  treaty	  if	  not	  from	  the	  
beginning	   of	   European	   Integration.	   On	   the	   other	   hand,	   when	   researchers	   refer	   to	   the	   EU	   as	   a	  
value-­‐based	  community,	  they	  propose	  a	  scheme	  where	  the	  EU	  is	  a	  community	  that	  transcends	  the	  
national	  ones,	  and	  like	  all	  traditional	  communities	  is	  based	  on	  common	  values,	  common	  traditions	  
and	   a	   common	   history	   or	   historiography.	   This	   framework	   has	   been	   built	   and	   relies	   on	   the	  
constructivist	   approach	   (Schimmelfenning	   &	   Sedelmeier	   2002)4 .	   The	   constructivist	   approach	  
moves	  from	  sociological	  stands,	  giving	  prominence	  to	  the	  existence	  and	  the	  nature	  of	  a	  “European	  
society”.	   The	   last	   theoretical	   model	   that	   studies	   EU	   Enlargement	   considers	   the	   EU	   as	   a	   rights-­‐
based	   post-­‐national	   union.	   This	   model	   sees	   European	   Integration	   coming	   not	   from	   a	   common	  
heritage	   or	   tradition,	   but	   from	   democratic	   procedures	   and	   fundamental	   rights,	   expressed	   in	   a	  
strict	   legal	   framework.	  One	  of	   the	  most	   debated	   features	   of	   this	   approach	   is	   legitimacy.	   In	   this	  
model	  the	  legitimacy	  of	  the	  EU	  institutions	  supposedly	  comes	  from	  a	  common	  demos	  rather	  than	  
from	   the	   Member	   States.	   This	   questions	   a	   great	   part	   of	   EU	   historiography,	   which	   has	   valued	  
European	  integration	  largely	  as	  an	  elite-­‐driven	  phenomenon,	  being	  legitimized	  from	  national,	  and	  
European	  elites;	  moreover	   it	  questions	  all	   the	  debate	  on	  the	  democratic	  deficit	  of	  the	  EU.	  Apart	  
from	   the	   dispute	   on	   the	   EU	   demos,	   which	   can	   be	   considered	   secondary,	   in	   a	   debate	   on	  
International	   Relations	   and	   Foreign	   Policy,	   the	   rights-­‐based	  post-­‐national	   union	   construct	   sheds	  
light	   on	   an	   important	   piece	   of	   EU:	   the	   integration	   via	   a	   strict	   legal	   framework,	   the	   acquis	  
communitaire;	   and	   from	   1993	   the	   Copenhagen	   criteria	   as	   a	   part	   of	   the	   acquis	   communitaire	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  Sjursen,	  Helene.	  "A	  certain	  sense	  of	  Europe?	  Defining	  the	  EU	  through	  enlargement."	  European	  Societies	  14.4	  :	  502-­‐
521.	  2012	  
3	  Schimmelfennig,	  Frank,	  and	  Ulrich	  Sedelmeier.	  "Theorizing	  EU	  enlargement:	  research	  focus,	  hypotheses,	  and	  the	  
state	  of	  research."	  Journal	  of	  European	  Public	  Policy	  9.4	  :	  500-­‐528.	  2002	  
4	  Schimmelfennig,	  Frank,	  and	  Ulrich	  Sedelmeier.	  "Theorizing	  EU	  enlargement:	  research	  focus,	  hypotheses,	  and	  the	  
state	  of	  research."	  Journal	  of	  European	  Public	  Policy	  9.4	  (2002):	  500-­‐528	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(Hillion	  2014)5.	  This	  approach	  seems	  to	  be	  constructed,	  and	  tailored	  on	  the	  EU	  and	  possibly	  other	  
post-­‐modern	   organizations,	   therefore	  weakening	   its	   explanatory	   power	   as	   a	   “universal”	  model,	  
but	   on	   the	   other	   hand	   reinforcing	   its	   descriptive	   power.	   The	   dissertation	   will	   use	   this	   third	  
approach	   as	   its	   theoretical	   premise,	   valuing	   the	   rights-­‐based	   post-­‐national	   union	   as	   the	   most	  
relevant	   approach	   where	   to	   develop	   a	   coherent	   discussion	   in	   Foreign	   Policy,	   and	   on	   the	  
“horizontal”	  integration	  of	  the	  EU.	  While	  vertical	  EU	  integration	  studies	  integration	  within	  the	  EU,	  
the	   deepening	   of	   the	   integration	   between	   the	   present	   Member	   States,	   horizontal	   integration	  
discusses	   the	   entrance	   of	   new	  Member	   States	   in	   the	   union,	  which,	   of	   course,	   involves	   Foreign	  
Policy.	  The	  dissertation	  is	  not	  interested	  in	  an	  analysis	  of	  the	  three	  approaches;	  therefore	  also	  the	  
declared	  approach	  is	  only	  used	  as	  nothing	  more	  than	  a	  starting	  point,	  and	  not	  as	  a	  methodological	  
basis	  for	  the	  research.	  	  
	  
Moving	  from	  the	  rights-­‐based	  post-­‐national	  union	  scheme,	  the	  dissertation	  would	  like	  to	  examine	  
EU’s	   behaviour	   in	   Foreign	   Policy.	   The	   dissertation	   would	   like	   to	   investigate	   the	   inconsistency	  
between	   the	  declared	  nature	  of	   the	  EU,	  and	   the	  perceived	  nature	  of	   the	  union.	  To	  do	  so	   it	  will	  
examine	  EU’s	  Foreign	  Policy,	  a	  field	  where	  declared	  nature,	  and	  external	  perception	  proved	  to	  be	  
relevant.	   The	   dissertation	  will	   try	   not	   to	   ignore	   the	   various	   difficulties	   the	   research	   design	  will	  
bring	  up,	  as:	  What	  is	  the	  real	  extent	  of	  EU’s	  Foreign	  Policy?	  Can	  Enlargement	  Policy	  be	  considered	  
as	   part	   of	   EU’s	   Foreign	   Policy?	  What	   is	   the	   difference	   between	   EU	   Enlargement	   and	   European	  
Integration?	  Not	   ignoring	  these	  controversies	  does	  not,	  anyhow,	  mean	  elaborating	  an	  answer	  to	  
such	  complex	  topics.	  	  
In	  order	  to	  create	  a	  coherent	  framework,	  where	  these	  different	  topics	  may	  be	  placed	  and	  interact	  
considerably,	  the	  dissertation	  will	  use	  the	  “imperial	  metaphor”	  as	  suggested	  by	  Zielonka	  (2006)6;	  
exploiting	  the	  imperial	  metaphor	  will	  create,	  presumably,	  a	  common	  ground	  for	  all	  the	  precedent	  
elements.	  The	  dissertation	  will	  try	  to	  give	  consistency	  to	  the	  part	  of	  the	  imperial	  metaphor	  related	  
to	  Foreign	  Policy,	  assessing	  the	  universalistic	  element	  in	  the	  metaphor.	  	  
	  
In	  the	  second	  part	  of	  the	  dissertation,	  after	  the	  theoretical	  modelling	  of	  the	  previous,	  and	  other	  
relevant	  theories	  in	  a	  common	  framework	  using	  common	  denominators,	  a	  case	  study	  is	  examined	  
to	  value	  the	  different	  concepts	  expressed	  in	  part	  one.	  The	  chosen	  case	  study	  is	  the	  behaviour	  of	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5	  Hillion,	  Christophe.	  "The	  Copenhagen	  criteria	  and	  their	  progeny."	  EU	  enlargement	  (Oxford,	  Hart	  Publishing,	  
2004)	  2014	  
6	  Zielonka,	  Jan.	  “Europe	  as	  Empire:	  the	  nature	  of	  the	  EU	  after	  the	  enlargement”,	  Palgrave,	  London.	  2006	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the	  EU	  in	  Kosovo.	  To	  what	  extent	  EU’s	  Foreign	  Policy	  in	  Kosovo	  has	  been	  and	  still	  is	  normative	  (as	  
declared)	  or	  imperialistic?	  Or	  can	  a	  normative	  Empire	  have	  some	  degree	  of	  coherence?	  To	  do	  so	  a	  
conspicuous	  yet	  limited	  number	  of	  primary	  sources	  shall	  be	  examined.	  Documents	  from	  the	  High	  
Representative,	   European	   Commission,	   Council	   and	   Parliament,	   EULEX,	   and	   the	   other	   agencies	  
deployed	   by	   the	   EU	   in	   Kosovo	   ought	   to	   be	   considered	   relevant.	   In	   order	   to	   let	   the	   different	  
theoretical	  discourses	  emerge,	  the	  focus	  of	  the	  examination	  will	  be	  on	  the	  institutional	  triangle	  of	  
the	  EU	  and	  their	  documents.	  EU	  Foreign	  Policy	  will	  be	  assumed,	  following	  the	  theoretical	  pivot	  of	  
multilevel	   governance	   as	   expressed	   by	   Smith	   (2004)7,	   to	   transcend	   the	   apparently	   stagnant	  
components	   of	   CFSP	   (in	   the	   supranational	   approach),	   or	   the	   Council	   (in	   the	   intergovernmental	  
approach);	  other	   figures	  play	  key	   roles	   in	   the	  definition	  of	   the	  policies	   towards	   the	  outside	   (DG	  
Enlargement),	  and	  more	  generally	  in	  the	  political	  discourse	  (Parliament).	  Following	  the	  multilevel	  
governance	  approach,	  each	  level	  of	  governance	  has	  a	  force	  to	  shape	  Foreign	  Policy,	  and	  therefore	  
the	   final	   action	   of	   EU	   in	   Foreign	   Policy	   is	   the	   result	   of	   every	   different	   force	   that	   acted	   in	   the	  
multilevel	   governance.	   The	   case	   study	   would	   like	   to	   examine	   the	   actions,	   the	   means,	   and	   the	  
intentions	  to	  have	  a	  more	  complete	  picture	  of	  what	  has	  been	  the	  EU	  approach	  towards	  Kosovo.	  In	  
the	   conclusions	   the	   results	   of	   the	   examination	   of	   the	   case	   study	   will	   than	   lead	   to	   possible	  
generalization	  according	  to	  the	  inductive	  method.	  	  	  	  	  	  
Reassuming,	  the	  dissertation	  will	  present	  the	  concepts,	  definitions,	  and	  features	  of	  the	  so-­‐called	  
“Imperial	  metaphor”	  as	  a	  coherent	  structure	  to	  use	  in	  the	  study	  of	  the	  “nature	  of	  the	  beast”8;	   it	  
shall	   subsequently	  discuss	  EU’s	  normative	  power	   (Manners	  2002)9,	  as	   the	  mainstream	  paradigm	  
on	   EU,	   and	   as	   the	   declared	   paradigm	   of	   the	   union	   (Forsberg	   2011)10.	   The	   dissertation	  will	   also	  
review	   relevant	   international	   relations	   model	   that	   can	   be	   used	   to	   benchmark	   EU’s	   actions	   in	  
Foreign	   Policy	   (and	   therefore	   normative	   power).	   Once	   assessed	   the	   different	   theoretical	  
approaches,	   these	   shall	   be	   used	   to	   value	   EU’s	   action	   in	   Kosovo,	   as	   part	   of	   the	   Balkans,	   an	  
emblematic	  region	  for	  the	  study	  of	  the	  EU	  and	  its	  external	  relations.	  
The	  analysis	  on	  Kosovo	  revolves	  around	  the	  internal	  and	  the	  external	  political	  context	  of	  the	  EU,	  it	  
considers	   its	   intentions	   to	  be	  and	  have	  been	  either	   imperial	  or	  normative	  or	  perhaps	  both;	  and	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7	  Smith,	  Micheal.	  Towards	  a	  theory	  of	  EU	  foreign	  policy-­‐making:	  multi-­‐level	  governance,	  domestic	  politics,	  and	  
national	  adaptation	  to	  Europe’s	  common	  foreign	  and	  security	  policy.	  Journal	  of	  European	  Public	  Policy	  11(4):	  740–758.	  
2004	  
8	  Risse-­‐Kappen,	  Thomas.	  Op.cit.	  1996	  
9	  Manners,	  Ian.	  "Normative	  power	  Europe:	  a	  contradiction	  in	  terms?."	  JCMS:	  journal	  of	  common	  market	  studies	  40.2	  :	  
235-­‐258.	  2002	  
10	  Forsberg,	  Tuomas.	  "Normative	  Power	  Europe,	  Once	  Again:	  A	  Conceptual	  Analysis	  of	  an	  Ideal	  Type*."	  JCMS:	  Journal	  
of	  Common	  Market	  Studies	  49.6	  :	  1183-­‐1204.	  2011	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how	   these	   intentions	   are	   reflected	   and	   rearranged	   in	   the	   international	   system,	   whether	  
international	  relations	  frameworks	  assess	  that	  EU’s	  actions	  can	  be	  valued	  as	  imperial	  or	  normative	  
or	  both	  or	  neither	  using	  traditional	  and	  non-­‐traditional	  benchmarks.	  Since	  the	  imperial	  metaphor	  
is,	  as	  clearly	  stated	  in	  its	  name,	  a	  metaphor,	  this	  shall	  be	  juxtaposed	  to	  more	  traditional	  imperial	  
hypotheses	   in	   the	   field	   of	   International	   Relations	   to	   create	   a	   clear	   representation;	   just	   as	  
normative	   power	   as	   intended	  by	  Manners11	  is	   juxtaposed	   to	   its	  modulation	   in	   the	   International	  
Relations	  field	  as	  proposed	  by	  Tocci	  (2008)12.	  All	  these	  different	  modulations	  and	  operations	  have	  
been	  done	  to	  create	  a	  certain	  degree	  of	  coherence	  within	  the	  difference	  hypothesis	  applied	  in	  the	  
thesis,	  and	  in	  the	  representation,	  to	  obtain	  a	  certain	  degree	  of	  validity	  that	  seems	  necessary	  when	  
trying	  to	  grasp	  enormous	  categories	  as	  “polity”	  and	  “nature”.	  	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11	  Manners,	  Ian.	  Op.	  cit.	  2002	  
12	  Tocci,	  Natalie.	  "Who	  is	  a	  normative	  foreign	  policy	  actor?	  The	  European	  Union	  and	  its	  global	  partners."	  CEPS	  
Paperback	  Series	  3	  :	  1-­‐336.	  2008	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Chapter	  I:	  Imperial	  Metaphor	  
An	  epistemological	  premise	  
	  
In	   the	   last	   years	   the	   description	   of	   the	   EU	   as	   an	   Empire	   has	   gained	   growing	   recognition,	   as	   a	  
metaphor	  for	  the	  “nature	  of	  the	  beast”,	  as	  an	  analytical	  framework,	  and	  as	  a	  competing	  approach	  
against	   the	   traditional	   “Westphalian”	   approach,	   in	   International	   Relations.	   Leaving	   aside	   the	  
shortcomings	   of	   the	   “Westphalian”	   model,	   as	   being	   based	   on	   national	   states	   as	   the	   dominant	  
actors,	   as	   assumed	   by	   neorealists,	   which	   appears	   to	   create	   a	  model	   too	   static	   for	   the	  modern	  
international	  system;	  the	  dissertation	  would	  like	  to	  focus	  on	  the	  emergence	  of	  the	  neo-­‐medieval	  
and	   imperial	   models	   and	   to	   assess	   its	   features	   and	   limits.	   A	   small	   but	   nevertheless	   important	  
distinction	  must	  be	  operated	  between	   the	   imperial	  metaphor	  and	   the	  neo-­‐medieval	  model:	   the	  
neo-­‐medieval	   scheme	   as	   drafted	   by	   Bull	   (1977)13,	   is	   a	   theoretical	   model	   used	   to	   explain	   and	  
describe	   the	   international	   system;	   while,	   on	   the	   other	   hand,	   the	   imperial	   metaphor	   has	   been	  
created	   to	   explain	   the	   actors,	   the	   states,	   that	   operate	   in	   such	   system.	   This	   means	   that	   some	  
features	   of	   the	   neo-­‐medieval	   approach	   can	   be	   found	   in	   the	   actors	   of	   the	   international	   system,	  
however	  it	  is	  not	  necessary	  that	  all	  the	  actors	  of	  the	  system	  ought	  to	  be	  defined	  Empires,	  or	  even	  
more	   specifically	   neo-­‐medieval	   Empires.	   Different	   kind	   of	   empires,	   or	   other	   kind	   of	   actors	  may	  
operate	  in	  a	  neo-­‐medieval	  world,	   just	  as	  neo	  medieval	  features	  can	  be	  found	  or	  not	  be	  found	  in	  
various	  kinds	  of	  actors.	  Scholars	  regularly	  dispute	  about	  this	  distinction,	  with	  many	  students	  of	  the	  
imperial	  metaphor	  that	  debate	  about	  what	  kind	  of	  Empires	  can	  be	  proposed	  and	  accepted	  within	  
the	   imperial	  metaphor.	  For	  example	  Different	  scholars	  have	  proposed	  to	  envision	   the	  EU	  as	   the	  
Roman	  Empire,	  the	  Byzantine	  Empire,	  or	  having	  a	  similar	  structure	  to	  Medieval	  Empires	  (Zielonka	  
2006)14.	  As	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  next	  paragraphs	  the	  dissertation	  will	  try	  to	  take	  in	  consideration	  the	  
common	   denominators	   of	   the	   different	   types	   of	   empires,	   in	   order	   to	   increase	   consistency	   and	  
coherence.	  However	  it	  will	  not	  try	  to	  answer	  the	  question:	  What	  kind	  of	  historic	  empire	  does	  the	  
EU	  resemble?	  	  
	  
The	  dissertation	  shall	  proceed	  on	  the	  basis	  of	   the	  common	  denominators	   that	  emerge	   from	  the	  
different	  models	  proposed	  in	  order	  to	  have	  some	  descriptive	  power.	  Generally	  speaking,	  it	  could	  
be	  argued	  that	  since	  the	  EU	  is	  evolving	  in	  dramatic	  ways,	  sometimes	  at	  dramatic	  speed,	  it	  is	  hard	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13	  Bull,	  Hedley.	  "The	  Anarchical	  Society:	  A	  Study	  of	  World	  Order."	  World	  Politics	  1977	  
14	  Zielonka,	  Jan.	  Op.cit.	  2006	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to	  explain	  all	   the	  external	  and	   internal	   forces	  that	  shape	   it.	   It	  appears	  that	  the	  nature	  of	  the	  EU	  
can	  dramatically	  change	  in	  the	  near	  future.	  This	  line	  of	  thought	  follows	  a	  usually	  weak	  argument,	  
the	  ex-­‐post	  argument,	  however	  this	  argument	  seems	  sound	  when	  related	  to	  the	  EU,	  for	  one	  of	  its	  
true	  uniqueness,	  the	  absence	  of	  a	  definitive,	  crystallised	  form,	  of	  its	  institutions,	  government,	  and	  
of	   its	  political	   status	   in	   relation	   to	   its	  Member	  States,	  or	   international	   community.	   If	   something	  
larger	  than	  its	  treaties,	  or	  if	  a	  coherent	  description	  of	  these,	  is	  to	  be	  proposed,	  any	  kind	  of	  static	  
and	  traditional	  models	  ought	  to	  be	  ignored.	  The	  history	  and	  the	  genesis	  of	  the	  different	  European	  
treaties	   is	   just	  a	  small	  part	  of	  EU,	  and	   it	  could	  be	  argued,	   that	   is	  usually	  an	  effect	   rather	   than	  a	  
cause.	  	  
For	   these	  different	   reasons,	  a	  descriptive	  approach	   to	   the	  EU,	   following	   the	   topos	  of	   “The	  blind	  
man	  and	  the	  elephant”	  seems	  adapt;	  even	  if	  adopting	  such	  an	  approach	  to	  describe	  the	  extremely	  
dynamic	   nature	   of	   the	   EU	   could	   conflict	   with	   the	   more	   static	   and	   explanatory	   models	   and	  
schemes,	   as	   in	   the	   case	   of	   the	   traditional	   International	   Relations	   schemes,	   of	   the	   the	   debate	  
around	  national	  states,	  and	  in	  the	  discussion	  on	  international	  organizations.	  Description	  seems	  the	  
more	  sound	  option	  to	  grasp	  some	  of	  the	  sui	  generis	  characteristics	  of	  the	  EU,	  trying	  to	  name	  and	  
define	  some	  of	  them	  with	  a	  more	  precise	  term	  rather	  than	  “sui	  generis”,	  once	  assessed	  they	  are	  
truly	   “sui	   generis”.	   The	   dissertation	   shall	   therefore	   focus	   on	   the	   descriptive	   power	   rather	   than	  
seeking	  an	  explanatory	  power	  for	  something	  that	  is	  almost	  universally	  accepted	  as	  “sui	  generis”.	  
	  
Neo-­‐medieval	  approach	  and	  the	  Imperial	  metaphor	  
	  
Once	   stated	   this	   small,	   partial,	   epistemological	   premise,	   the	   dissertation	  would	   like	   to	   describe	  
and	  value	  the	  EU	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  two	  different,	  yet	  closely	  related,	  models.	  The	  first	  one	  is	  the	  neo-­‐
medieval	   approach.	   Born	   with	   the	   previously	   cited	   seminal	   article	   by	   Bull	   (1977)15,	   the	   neo-­‐
medieval	  approach	  is	  based,	  in	  all	  his	  different	  nuances,	  on	  two	  common	  denominators,	  that	  help	  
describe	  a	  part	  of	   the	  modern	   international	   system	  and	   its	  actors:	  multiple	   loyalties	   linked	  with	  
polycentric	  forms	  of	  power,	  and	  fuzzy	  borders;	  in	  opposition	  to	  the	  clear	  hierarchy	  of	  powers,	  and	  
the	  secured	  borders	  of	  national	  states	  and	  of	  the	  “Westphalian”	  world	  (Zielonka	  2013a)16.	  In	  the	  
latter	  approach,	  secured	  borders	  are	  a	  fundamental	  part	  of	  the	  birth	  of	  the	  “Westphalian”	  world	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15	  Bull,	  Hedley.	  Ibid.	  1977	  
16	  Zielonka,	  Jan.	  "The	  International	  System	  in	  Europe:	  Westphalian	  Anarchy	  or	  Medieval	  Chaos?."	  Journal	  of	  European	  
Integration	  35.1:	  1-­‐18	  2013a	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(Kratochwil	  1986)17,	  and	  therefore	  a	  genuine	  part	  of	   its	  definition.	  The	  other	   framework	  used	   in	  
the	   dissertation	   is	   the	   imperial	  metaphor,	   in	   all	   his	   different	   varieties,	   as	   already	   reported.	   The	  
importance	   of	   the	   neo-­‐medieval	   approach	   is	   linked	   with	   its	   overcoming	   of	   the	   “Westphalian”	  
model	   and	  of	   the	   centrality	  of	   sovereignty,	  how	   it	   is	   presented	   in	   the	  model.	  Without	   the	  neo-­‐
medieval	   approach	   it	   would	   be	   hard	   to	   create	   the	   right	   context	   for	   the	   imperial	   metaphor	  
especially	   when	   talking	   about	   the	   EU,	   whose	   uniqueness	   revolves	   around	   the	   diffusion	   of	  
sovereignty	  through	  subsidiarity.	  Combining	  the	  features	  of	  the	  two	  models	  shall	  create	  a	  sound	  
description	  of	  the	  EU	  and	  its	  dynamics,	  with	  the	  emergence	  of	  what	  can	  be	  defined	  partially	  and	  
temporarily	  as	  a	  post-­‐modern	  empire.	  	  
Examining	  the	  different	  elements	  of	  the	   imperial	  metaphors,	   two	  parameters,	  or	  building	  blocks	  
useful	   to	   understand	   the	   actors	   within	   the	   international	   system,	   can	   be	   extracted.	   Before	  
describing	   these	   two	  common	  denominators	  a	   little	  premise	   is	   required,	   in	  order	   to	  explain	   the	  
core,	  on	  which	   the	  subsequent	  concepts,	   found	   in	   the	  next	  paragraph,	  have	  been	  elaborated.	   It	  
must	   be	   always	   taken	   into	   account,	   when	   talking	   of	   Empires	   that	   the	   diffusion	   of	   power,	   and	  
therefore	   law,	   dissimilarly	   from	   what	   happens	   with	   “Westphalian”	   states,	   can	   be	   divided	   in	  
concentric	  circles.	  This	   feature	   in	  classic	  empires	  was	  due	  to	  the	   lack	  of	  capacity	  of	  control	  over	  
the	  whole	  territory,	  while	  today	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  EU,	  the	  radial	  nature	  can	  be	  described	  in	  terms	  
of	  abdication	  of	  powers	  (subsidiarity)	  and	  assimilation	  of	  the	  periphery	  (Waever	  1997)18.	  
	  
Elements	  of	  the	  imperial	  metaphor	  
	  
With	  this	  different	  structure	  in	  mind,	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  identify	  two	  central	  concepts	  of	  the	  imperial	  
metaphor.	  The	  first	  is	  that	  Empires	  tend	  to	  universalism,	  in	  other	  words	  Empires	  have	  a	  civilising	  
mission,	  which	  constitutes	  its	  identity	  over	  national	  identities	  and	  other	  more	  traditional	  features	  
of	   identity;	  universalism	  also	  guides	   its	   expansion	  or	  enlargement,	  or	   in	  more	  prosaic	   terms,	   its	  
quest	  to	  guarantee	  stability	  and	  peace.	  Of	  course	  universalism	  and	  the	  civilising	  mission	  can	  have	  
different	   means	   and	   different	   goals	   in	   different	   times,	   and	   contexts,	   since	   the	   term	   “civilising	  
mission”	   is	   ideologically	   biased	   towards	   19th	   century	   European	   colonialism,	   it	   could	   be	   more	  
fruitful	   to	   insert	   the	   post-­‐modern	   term	   in	   front	   of	   it,	   and	   view	   the	   EU	   as	   an	   actor	  with	   a	   post-­‐
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
17	  Kratochwil,	  Friedrich.	  "Of	  systems,	  boundaries,	  and	  territoriality:	  An	  inquiry	  into	  the	  formation	  of	  the	  state	  
system."	  World	  Politics	  39.01:	  27-­‐52,	  1986	  
18	  Wæver,	  Ole.	  "Imperial	  metaphors:	  emerging	  European	  analogies	  to	  pre-­‐nation-­‐state	  imperial	  systems."	  Geopolitics	  
in	  post-­‐wall	  Europe:	  security,	  territory	  and	  identity:	  59-­‐93.	  1997	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modern	  civilising	  mission,	  once	  it	  is	  assessed	  that	  the	  imperial	  metaphor	  holds	  (Zielonka	  2013b)19.	  
The	  other	  distinct	   characteristic	  of	  Empires	   can	  be	   found	   in	   their	   centre-­‐periphery	  dynamics,	  or	  
metropolis-­‐periphery	   dynamic	   as	   it	   is	   sometimes	   referred	   to	   (Motyl	   1997)20.	   It	   needs	   to	   be	  
addressed	   that	   in	   the	   cited	   article,	  Motyl	   (1997)21	  states	   that	   the	   emergence	   of	   the	   empire,	   is	  
based	  on	  three	  key	  elements:	  1)	  a	  distinct	  core	  elite	  and	  a	  distinct	  periphery	  elite	  2)	  a	  distinct	  core	  
population	  and	  a	  distinct	  periphery	  population	  3)	  a	  dictatorial	  relationship	  between	  the	  core	  and	  
the	  periphery.	  Motyl’s	  scheme	  was	  thought	  to	  explain	  the	  emergence	  of	  historic	  Empires.	   It	  can	  
therefore	  result	  arbitrary	  to	  insert	  the	  EU	  under	  the	  third	  point	  of	  Motyl’s	  definition.	  This	  is	  one	  of	  
the	   reasons	  why	  when	  talking	  of	  Empires,	   it	   is	  hard	   to	  exit	   the	   realm	  of	  metaphor,	  and	  actually	  
create	  more	  pragmatic	  frameworks	  that	  could	  incorporate	  contemporary	  actors.	  Without	  entering	  
the	  debate	  on	  Motyl’s	  scheme,	  it	  must	  though	  be	  assessed	  that	  it	  is	  not	  always	  true	  that	  political	  
units	  defy	  absorption	   into	  Empires	   (Waever	  1997)22,	  or	   that	  Empires	  have	  systematically	  exploit	  
the	   economy	   and	   resources	   of	   their	   territorial	   annexations	   (Mazower	   2009)23,	   as	   stated	   in	   the	  
relevant	   literature.	   Highlighting	   these	   diverse	   dynamics	   and	   relationships	   within	   Empires	   is	  
important	   since	   it	  downgrades	   the	  power	  of	   the	   third	  point	  of	  Motyl’s	   scheme.	  Theoretical	  and	  
case	   studies,	   as	   the	   ones	   previously	   cited,	   have	   showed	   how	   a	   “dictatorial”	   relationship	   has	   a	  
great	   number	   of	   shades	   and	   nuances	   within	   itself.	   Nevertheless	   Motyl’s	   classification	   seems	  
interesting	  because	  it	  can	  be	  considered	  as	  one	  of	  the	  most	  precise	  definition	  of	  Empire,	  and	  its	  
invisible	  dynamics	  (even	  including	  all	  the	  controversies	  that	  may	  arise	  due	  to	  problems	  as	  the	  one	  
exposed);	   since	   a	   great	   number	   of	   scholars24	  have	   overcome	   the	   “rise	   and	   fall”	   topos	   that	   has	  
dominated	   the	   discussion	   on	   Empires	   for	   many	   decades,	   following	   the	   Gibbonian	   approach25.	  
Dividing	  the	  EU	  in	  metropolis	  and	  periphery	  creates	  also	  other	  points	  of	  discussion.	  Motyl	  defines	  
and	   identifies	   the	   core	   and	   the	   periphery	   starting	   from	   their	   different	   cultural	   characteristics.	  
Valuing	   the	   cultural	   characteristics	   of	   the	   core	   and	   of	   the	   periphery26.	   These	   different	   cultural	  
characteristics	   may	   appear	   random	   and	   biased,	   greatly	   depending	   on	   the	   criteria	   selected	   to	  
identify	   them,	   and	   a	   comprehensive	   look	   at	   the	   topic,	   shall	   not	   be	   covered	   in	   the	   dissertation.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19	  Zielonka,	  Jan.	  "Europe's	  new	  civilizing	  missions:	  the	  EU's	  normative	  power	  discourse."	  Journal	  of	  Political	  
Ideologies	  18.1:	  35-­‐55.	  2013b	  
20	  Motyl,	  Alexander.	  “Thinking	  about	  Empire”	  in	  Barkey,	  Karen,	  and	  Mark	  Von	  Hagen,	  eds.	  After	  empire:	  Multiethnic	  
societies	  and	  nation-­‐building:	  The	  Soviet	  Union	  and	  the	  Russian,	  Ottoman,	  and	  Habsburg	  empires.	  Westview	  Press,	  
1997.	  
21	  Motyl,	  Alexander.	  Ibid.	  1997	  
22	  Wæver,	  Ole.	  Op.	  cit.	  1997	  
23	  Mazower,	  Mark.	  Dark	  continent:	  Europe's	  twentieth	  century.	  Random	  House	  LLC,	  2009	  
24	  Tilly,	  Charles.	  "How	  empires	  end."	  After	  empire:	  multiethnic	  societies	  and	  nation-­‐building	  :	  1-­‐11.	  1997	  
25	  Gibbon,	  Edward.	  The	  history	  of	  the	  decline	  and	  fall	  of	  the	  Roman	  Empire.	  Vol.	  4.	  J.	  &	  J.	  Harper,	  1829.	  
26	  Motyl,	  Alexander.	  Op.cit.	  1997	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Anyhow	   it	   is	   important	   to	   observe	   that	   in	   the	   EU,	   there	   are	   aspects	   where	   we	   can	   find	   the	  
principles	  of	  a	  non-­‐equal	   relationship,	  between	   the	  supposed	  core	  and	   the	  supposed	  periphery.	  
Following	   Motyl’s	   definition:	   “We	   expect	   core	   elite,	   like	   all	   state	   elites,	   to	   craft	   foreign	   and	  
defence	   policy,	   print	   the	   currency	   and	   control	   borders.	   They	   direct	   the	   finances	   of	   peripheries;	  
they	  appoint	  peripheral	  governors	  or	  prefects,	  and	  they	  are	  not	  accountable	  to	  the	  periphery27”;	  
we	  can	  see	  how	  some	  elements	  seem	  distant	  from	  the	  nature	  of	  the	  EU,	  while	  others	  can	  actually	  
be	  ascribed	  to	  EU’s	  behaviour.	  As	  in	  the	  case	  of	  a	  European	  elite	  that	  prints	  the	  currency,	  controls	  
(or	   decides	   not	   to	   control)	   the	   borders,	   and	   have	   a	   low	   degree	   of	   accountability	   towards	   the	  
periphery.	  In	  order	  to	  move	  within	  the	  imperial	  metaphor	  pieces	  of	  this	  hypothesis	  shall	  be	  used	  
to	  give	  value	   to	   the	   imperial	   image,	  even	  without	   the	  possibility	   to	  use	  a	  more	  strict	  definition.	  
Finally	   it	   is	   interesting	  to	  point	  out	  a	   last	  passage	  from	  Motyl’s	  paper,	  where	   in	  response	  to	  the	  
failure	  of	  the	  “rise	  and	  fall”	  explanation	  of	  Empires,	  he	  points	  out	  several	  different	  causes	  for	  the	  
emergence	   of	   an	   empire.	   Motyl	   lists	   as	   possible	   causes	   for	   the	   emergence	   of	   an	   empire:	   the	  
transformation	   of	   society,	   the	   creation	   of	   a	   new	   elite,	   along	   with	   the	   two	   more	   traditional	  
elements	  of	  territorial	  expansion,	  and	  regime	  change28.	  	  
	  
As	  previously	  touched	  upon,	  citing	  the	  neo-­‐medieval	  approach,	  there	  are	  several	  different	  borders	  
that	   can	   be	   drafted	   in	   the	   EU	   as	   the	   internal	   and	   external	   borders.	   Nevertheless	   a	   formal	  
polycentric	  system	  of	  authority	  ought	  to	  be	  recognized.	  Using	  such	  polycentric	  system	  of	  authority	  
EU	  borders	  can	  be	  drafted	  using	  the	  Schengen	  Area,	  the	  EMU,	  or	  the	  EU,	  its	  prospective	  members	  
or	  its	  candidates,	  creating	  several	  different	  unions	  and	  borders	  at	  the	  same	  time.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  
note,	  in	  relation	  to	  what	  Motyl	  stated	  in	  his	  article,	  that	  as	  we	  draft	  different	  EU	  borders,	  different	  
cores	  and	  different	  peripheries	  might	  appear	  and	  disappear,	  since	  every	  border	  defines	  a	  territory	  
with	  a	  different	  periphery.	  Moreover	  EU’s	   institutions	  are	  largely	  scattered	  through	  out	  the	  core	  
(once	  this	  is	  identified)	  the	  metropolis,	  of	  the	  Empire,	  revolving	  around	  Belgium,	  France,	  Germany	  
etc.;	  what	  precisely	  should	  be	  configured	  as	  the	  core	  of	  the	  empire	   is	   largely	  arguable	  (is	  Britain	  
part	  of	  the	  core?	  and	  Italy?),	  more	  easy	   is	  to	   identify	  the	  periphery	  of	  the	  Euro-­‐area,	  and	  of	  the	  
EU,	  based	  on	  economical	   and	   social	   indexes,	  historical	   contingency,	   and	  cultural	   traits	   (Zielonka	  
2006)29.	  At	  the	  moment	  tracing	  a	  different	  core	  area	  from	  where	  the	  physical	  EU	  institutions	  and	  
organizations	  are	  currently	  located	  seems	  fascinating,	  but	  risky.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
27	  Motyl,	  Alexander.	  Ibid.	  1997	  
28	  Motyl,	  Alexander.	  Ibid.	  1997	  
29	  Zielonka,	  Jan.	  Op.cit.	  2006	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In	   the	   EU	   the	   balance	   between	   the	   different	   institutions	   is	   largely	   debated	   showing	   how	   the	  
empire	  is	  polycentric	  not	  only	  geographically	  but	  also	  politically,	  and	  its	  polycentric	  power	  seems	  
endogenous.	  Cities	  in	  the	  EU	  can	  fall,	  depending	  on	  the	  topic	  of	  discussion,	  under	  the	  powers	  of	  
the	  region,	  the	  nation-­‐state,	  the	  EMU,	  or	  the	  EU,	  objectifying	  the	  medieval	  multiple	  loyalties,	  and	  
the	   break	   up	   of	   traditional	   sovereignty.	   Of	   all	   the	   international	   actors	   the	   EU	   looks	   the	   most	  
suitable	  to	   fit	   the	  neo-­‐medieval	  and	   imperial	  model.	  US,	  Russia,	  and	  China	  are	  other	  actors	   that	  
can	   fit	   the	   imperial	  model;	  also	   traditional	   superpowers	  have	  been	  viewed	  as	  Empires	   (Zielonka	  
2012)30.	  Nevertheless,	  these	  models	  have	  largely	  been	  built	  to	  describe	  and	  fit	  the	  renowned	  “sui	  
generis”	   polity	   of	   the	   EU,	   and	   of	   other	   emerging	   international	   actors	   (non	   profit	   organizations,	  
international	   organizations	   etc,	   multinational	   corporations).	   Of	   the	   four	   assumed	   (US,	   Russia,	  
China,	  EU)	  the	  EU	  is	  the	  only	  Empire,	  to	  have	  formal	  fuzzy	  borders,	  even	  though	  the	  fuzzy	  border	  
concept	   can	   be	   applied	   informally	   also	   to	   China	   and	   Russia	   (Zielonka	   2012)31.	   If	   the	   different	  
concepts	  listed	  in	  this	  chapter	  hold	  true,	  through	  an	  empirical	  and	  theoretical	  examination,	  then	  
the	   imperial	  metaphor	  gains	  weight,	  and	  consistency,	  and	   the	  EU	  could	  start	   to	  be	  defined	  as	  a	  
post-­‐modern	  version	  of	  an	  empire;	  not	  ignoring	  its	  numerous	  peculiarities,	  as	  the	  lack	  of	  a	  central	  
taxation	  system	  and	  a	  proper	  military	  force,	  and	  the	  other	  oddities	  previously	  stated	  (Bialasiewickz	  
et	  al.	  2009)32.	  
	  
Universalism	  
	  
As	   presented	   in	   the	   introduction	   the	   dissertation	   would	   like	   to	   focus	   on	   what	   kind	   of	   Foreign	  
Policy	  actor	  is	  the	  EU,	  and	  how	  what	  kind	  of	  Foreign	  Policy	  actor	  the	  EU	  is,	  influences	  its	  identity,	  
and	  polity.	  It	  would	  like	  to	  do	  so	  assessing	  the	  elements	  of	  the	  imperial	  metaphor	  that	  are	  more	  
related	   to	   the	  external	   action,	   and	   Foreign	  Policy.	   In	   this	   regard,	   the	  dissertation	   shall	   focus	  on	  
universalism.	   Feature	   of	   all	   Empires,	   central	   historiographical	   category,	   universalism	   is	   a	  
fundamental	  trait,	  a	  trait	  that	  shapes	  its	  actions	  towards	  the	  periphery,	  and	  therefore	  the	  outside.	  
The	  civilising	  mission	  of	  Empires	   is	  a	  “topos”	  of	  the	   literature	  on	  the	  subject,	   it	   is	   found	  through	  
out	   the	   literature,	  no	  matter	  how	  authors	  value	  empires	   (Hobsbawm	  2010)33,	   and	   their	  policies	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
30	  Zielonka,	  Jan.	  "Empires	  and	  the	  modern	  international	  system."	  Geopolitics	  17.3	  :	  502-­‐525,	  2012	  
31	  Zielonka,	  Jan.	  Ibid.	  2012	  
32	  Bialasiewicz,	  Luiza,	  et	  al.	  "The	  new	  political	  geographies	  of	  the	  European	  ‘neighborhood’."	  Political	  Geography	  28.2	  :	  
79-­‐85.	  2009	  
33	  Hobsbawm,	  Eric.	  “Age	  of	  Empire	  1875-­‐1914”.	  Hachette	  UK,	  2010	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(Ruggie)34.	   The	   civilizing	   mission	   of	   an	   Empire	   can	   be	   regarded,	   once	   polished	   it	   from	   all	   the	  
ideological	   and	   political	   acceptation,	   as	   the	   Empire’s	   policy	   to	   guarantee	   order,	   stability	   and	  
peace,	  in	  its	  periphery,	  and	  surroundings,	  or	  as	  has	  been	  defined	  the	  “peripheral	  chaos”	  (Tunander	  
1997)35;	   with	   the	   central	   cosmos	   bringing	   order	   to	   the	   peripheral	   chaos36.	   It	   is	   important	   to	  
highlight	  that	  Empires	  tend	  to	  interfere	  with	  their	  peripheries,	  even	  when	  formally	  independent,	  
and	  that	  civilizing	  missions	  seek	  to	  persuade	  peripheries	  that	  core	  policies	  are	  also	  good	  for	  them,	  
making	  peripheries	  comply,	  and	  that	  the	  civilizing	  mission	  of	  an	  Empire	  also	  shapes	  the	  Imperial	  
“weltanschauung”,	   or	   representation	   of	   the	   world,	   and	   their	   role	   in	   such	   a	   representation	  
(Zielonka	   2013b)37.	   The	   previous	   description	   can	   be	   regarded	   as	   the	   general	   characteristics	   of	  
universalism	   of	   Empires,	   discerning	   from	   the	   acceptation	   of	   the	   term	   in	   particular	   historical	  
moments,	   especially	   when	   strictly	   linked	   with	   19th	   century	   imperialism.	   The	   previous	  
considerations	  would	  therefore	  like	  to	  suggest	  a	  different	  standpoint	  on	  civilising	  mission	  from	  the	  
canonical	   ones	   that	   coincide	   with	   19th	   century	   imperialism,	   and	   the	   means	   on	   which	   they	   are	  
based,	  following	  the	  line	  of	  thought	  of	  a	  conspicuous	  number	  of	  scholars38.	  For	  the	  dissertation	  it	  
is	  significant	  to	  assess	  what	  kind	  of	  Foreign	  Policy	  actor	  the	  EU	  declares	  to	  be,	  in	  order	  to	  look	  at	  
the	  discrepancy	  between	  what	  the	  EU	  states	  on	  its	  foreign	  policy	  action,	  and	  what,	  on	  the	  other	  
hand,	  the	  imperial	  metaphor,	  can	  tell	  us	  on	  its	  behaviour.	  
	  
One	  of	  the	  difficulties	  when	  we	  look	  at	  the	  EU	  as	  an	  international	  actor,	  due	  to	  its	  fuzzy	  borders,	  
and	  polycentric	  system	  of	  authority,	  is	  to	  decide	  whether	  an	  action	  should	  be	  analysed	  as	  part	  of	  
foreign	   policy,	   or	   internal	   policy.	  Whether	   European	   integration	   has	   to	   be	   regarded	   as	   foreign	  
policy,	   as	   a	   series	   of	   actions	   towards	   the	   outside,	   and	   the	   neighbours	   of	   the	   union,	   or	   as	   a	  
fundamental	   force	   that	   acts	   in	   and	   over	   the	   EU,	   inevitably;	   and	   denying	   integration	   as	   a	   force,	  
means	  denying	   the	  EU	  as	   an	  entity,	   since	  without	   integration	   there	   could	  be	  no	   such	  union.	  Of	  
course	   the	   two	  standpoints	  have	   their	   “raison	  d’être”,	  which	  cannot	  be	  discussed	  here.	  What	   is	  
the	  most	  efficient	  unit	  of	   analysis	   to	   study	  European	   Integration?	  And	  what	  are	   the	  boundaries	  
between	  European	  Integration	  as	  a	  historiographical	  category,	  and	  as	  a	  political	  element	  present	  
in	  EU	  action?	  These	  questions	  refer	  to	  the	  more	  general	  topic	  of	  how	  to	  intend	  historiography,	  as	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
34	  Ruggie,	  John	  Gerard.	  Constructing	  the	  world	  polity:	  essays	  on	  international	  institutionalization.	  Vol.	  5.	  Psychology	  
Press,	  1998	  
35	  Tunander,	  Ola.	  "Post-­‐Cold	  War	  Europe:	  Synthesis	  of	  a	  Bipolar	  Friend-­‐Foe	  Structure	  and	  a	  Hierarchic	  Cosmos-­‐Chaos	  
Structure?."	  Geopolitics	  in	  post-­‐wall	  Europe.	  Security,	  territory	  and	  identity:	  17-­‐44.	  1997	  
36	  Tunander,	  Ola.	  Ibid.	  1997	  
37	  Zielonka,	  Jan.	  Op.	  cit.	  2013b	  
38	  Zielonka,	  Jan.	  Ibid.	  2013b	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static	   or	   as	   a	   dynamic	   category.	   The	   dissertation	   would	   like,	   anyhow,	   to	   try	   to	   develop	   some	  
assumptions	  on	   the	   topic.	  European	   integration	  corresponds	  with	  an	  ex-­‐post	   foreign	  policy,	  and	  
EU	   enlargement.	   In	   other	   words	   the	   process	   of	   accession	   can	   be	   regarded	   as	   Foreign	   and	  
Enlargement	   Policy,	   and	   once	   the	   accession	   process	   is	   completed	   the	   same	   dynamic	   becomes	  
retrospectively	   European	   Integration.	   Such	   particular	   dynamic	   it	   has	   to	   be	   recognized	   as	   an	  
important	   feature	   of	   the	   EU,	   and	   it	   seems	   to	   bear	   an	   imperial	   load	   in	   it.	   Being	   European	  
Integration	  the	  skeleton	  of	  the	  Union,	  the	  foundation	  where	  the	  Union	  lies,	  and	  also	  the	  purpose	  
the	  Union	  serves,	  it	  appears	  as	  a	  unique	  force	  in	  the	  international	  system.	  	  
It	  could	  be	  assumed	  that	  European	  Integration	  is	  an	  ideal	  force	  since	  it	  has	  no	  clear	  definition	  and	  
there	  is	  no	  supposed	  point	  in	  time,	  or	  in	  space	  when	  European	  Integration	  shall	  or	  can	  be	  reached.	  
Differently	  from	  all	  other	  sovereign	  states,	  whose	  ultimate	  purpose	  has	  been	  the	  constitution	  of	  
the	  state,	  to	  ratify	  territorial	  and	  cultural	  sovereignty,	  the	  UE,	  the	  union	  and	  its	  organisms	  appear	  
to	  be	  the	  means	  to	  reach	  European	  Integration.	  It	  is	  the	  indefinable	  value	  of	  European	  Integration,	  
which	  makes	  the	  EU	  unique;	  all	  the	  efforts	  conducted	  within	  the	  EU	  framework	  and	  outside	  the	  EU	  
framework	  by	  EU	  members	  can	  pursue	  the	  final	  goal	  of	  enhancing	  European	  Integration.	  There	  are	  
no	  set	  benchmarks	  for	  European	  Integration,	  it	  is	  not	  a	  defined	  territory,	  a	  particular	  institution,	  or	  
a	  particular	  legal	  framework,	  and	  it	  is	  a	  goal	  that	  transcends	  all	  these	  classic	  objectives.	  Even	  being	  
so	   undefined	   and	   perhaps	   abstract,	   European	   Integration	   has	   shaped	   the	   European	   discourse	  
since	  the	  beginning,	   it	  has	  guided	  all	  the	  efforts,	  and	  it	   is	  present	  in	  the	  background	  of	  everyday	  
EU	  action.	  Being	  only	  present	  on	  the	  discourse	  level	  European	  Integration	  can	  be	  compared	  to	  a	  
(post-­‐modern)	   civilizing	  mission,	   since	   it	   tells	   us	   the	   representation	   of	   the	   world	   of	   those	   who	  
pursue	   it,	   even	   if	   an	   a	   peculiar	  way.	   European	   Integration	  has	   the	   characteristics	   of	   a	   universal	  
force:	  it	  is	  undefined,	  and	  being	  undefined	  is	  consequently	  unreachable,	  it	  is	  an	  abstract	  force	  that	  
can	  be	  applied	  to	  almost	  all	  the	  fields.	  It	  is	  undeniable	  that	  from	  an	  historical	  standpoint	  European	  
Integration	  has	  been	  the	  cause	  of	  the	  ECSC	  and	  not	  the	  effect,	  and	  this	  logic	  could	  be	  applied	  to	  all	  
the	  institutional	  and	  policy	  design	  of	  the	  EU.	  What	  can	  be	  defined,	  as	  the	  EU	  elite	  has	  always	  been	  
interested	   in	   peace,	   reconciliation	   and	   further	   integration.	   Therefore	   reversing	   the	   traditional	  
point	  of	  view	  on	   theory	  on	   integration	  which	  analyses	   the	   forms	  of	   institutional	   integration	   this	  
dissertation	  finds	  important	  in	  the	  discussion	  on	  EU	  polity	  to	  highlight	  the	  universalistic	  features	  of	  
European	   Integration.	   Subsidiarity	   (and	   symmetrically	   its	   downsides),	   and	   the	   institutions	   that	  
have	  been	  designed	  on	  the	   idea	  of	  subsidiarity	  have	  been	  means	  to	  reach	  European	   Integration	  
and	  never	  ultimate	  goals.	  Since	  European	  Integration	  appears	  undefined	  as	  a	  political	  process	  and	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without	   a	   particular	   political	   agenda,	   to	   support	   the	   idea	   that	   European	   Integration	   is	   a	   post-­‐
modern	  civilising	  mission,	   it	   is	   important	   to	  assess	   the	  values	  European	   Integration	  exports,	  and	  
the	  values	  that	  are	  considered	  as	  universal,	  on	  which	  European	  Integration	  lies.	  Tracing	  European	  
Integration	   back	   to	   the	   early	   20th	   century,	   (even	   though	   it	   can	   be	   assessed	   that	   European	  
Integration	  as	  discourse	  goes	  back	  even	  further)	  it	  can	  be	  said	  that	  European	  Integration	  coincides	  
with	  peace.	  Even	  though	  peace	  is	  only	  the	  starting	  point	  or	  else	  it	  could	  be	  stated	  that	  also	  the	  UN	  
has	  a	  civilizing	  mission,	  and	  behaves	  with	  the	  trimmings	  of	  an	  Empire;	  of	  course	  such	  an	  argument	  
brings	   to	   a	   logical	   absurd.	   Therefore	   European	   Integration	   it	   is	   constituted	   by	   peace,	   and	  
reconciliation,	  which	  is	  the	  consequent	  step	  after	  peace,	  and	  differentiates	  European	  Integration	  
from	  the	  UN	  or	   international	  agency	  mission.	  UN	  can	  foster	  peace,	   in	   the	   forms	  of	  peace	  treaty	  
but	   has	   no	   leverage	   on	   reconciliation.	   Reconciliation	   (or	   conciliation)	   presupposes	   peace,	   and	  
builds	   on	   peace	   developing	   cooperation	   between	   countries;	   subsequently	   the	   last	   and	   perhaps	  
(apparently)	   unreachable	   step	   is	   to	   develop	   reconciliation	   into	   integration.	   (Re)conciliation	  
presupposes	   peace	   but	   not	   necessarily	   war,	   it	   is	   to	   be	   considered	   conciliation	   when	   it	   only	  
presupposes	  peace,	  and	  reconciliation	  when	  builds	  on	  military	  conflicts.	  The	  different	  elements	  of	  
European	  Integration	  can	  be	  found	  and	  summarized	  in	  the	  quotes	  of	  the	  founding	  fathers	  of	  the	  
idea	  of	  European	  cooperation,	  also	   in	   the	  most	   radical	   cases	   (i.e.	  Richard	  Coudenhove-­‐	  Kalergi).	  
Peace,	   (Re)conciliation,	   and	   integration	   can	   be	   considered	   three	   core	   values	   of	   European	  
Integration.	   These	   categories	   are	   also	   been	   developed	   in	   legal	   and	   political	   norms,	   that	   can	  
coincide,	   to	   a	   certain	   extent	   with	   Manners	   (2002)39 	  categories	   of	   normative	   power:	   peace,	  
democracy,	   rule	   of	   law,	   liberty,	   and	   human	   rights,	   and	   moreover	   also	   with	   the	   other	   norms	  
identified	  by	  Manners40	  and	  the	  other	  literature41:	  good-­‐governance,	  and	  economic	  liberalism.	  All	  
of	  these	  on	  different	  levels	  assure,	  foster,	  and	  enhance	  European	  Integration	  intended	  as	  peace,	  
(re)conciliation	  and	  integration.	  
As	  suggested	  in	  an	  article	  by	  Zielonka	  (2013)42,	  normative	  power	  discourse	  can	  be	  assimilated	  to	  
imperial	  discourse;	  consequently	  we	  can	  affirm	  that	  European	  Integration	  holding	  both	  normative	  
power	   discourse	   and	   imperial	   discourse	   can	   therefore	   be	   assimilated	   to	   universalism.	   It	   can	   be	  
considered	   a	   civilizing	  mission,	   an	   exceptional	   civilizing	  mission	   because,	   differently	   from	  what	  
Zielonka	  states,	  normative	  power	  discourse	  and	  imperial	  discourse	  do	  not	  only	  apply	  outside	  the	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
39	  Manners,	  Ian.	  Op.	  Cit.	  2002	  
40	  Manners,	  Ian.	  Ibid.	  2002	  
41	  Parker,	  Owen,	  and	  Ben	  Rosamond.	  Op.	  cit.	  2013	  
42	  Zielonka,	  Jan.	  Op.Cit.	  2013	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EU	  (it	  is	  not	  only	  a	  problem	  of	  standpoint	  towards	  the	  EU)	  but	  also	  within	  the	  same	  EU;	  European	  
Integration	  operates	  in	  itself	  and	  on	  the	  outside.	  This	  is	  one	  of	  the	  big	  differences	  that	  separates	  
the	  European	  Integration	  from	  traditional	  Empires	  and	  their	  civilizing	  missions,	  being	   integration	  
not	   imposed	  but	  open	   to	  new	  members	   (with	   certain	  pre-­‐requisites),	  whoever	  becomes	  part	  of	  
the	  EU	  enters	   its	   civilizing	  mission	  voluntarily,	  and	  becomes	  part	  of	   its	  quest	   for	  peace,	   security	  
and	   prosperity.	   This	   double-­‐headed	   direction	   of	   European	   Integration	   (inside	   and	   outside)	   it	   is	  
reflected	  in	  the	  double	  nature	  of	  horizontal	  and	  vertical	  integration.	  The	  particularity	  of	  European	  
Integration	  is	  therefore	  that	  while	  traditional	  Empires	  exported	  there	  set	  of	  values	  to	  the	  outside	  
to	  bring	  peace,	  security,	  and	  prosperity,	   for	  the	  first	  time,	   in	  the	  EU	  (even	  if	   in	   light	  of	  what	  has	  
been	  said	   it	   is	  not	  the	  appropriate	  denomination)	   it	   is	   the	  same	  citizens	  of	   the	  UE	  that	  are	  on	  a	  
civilizing	  mission	  with	  themselves,	  to	  reach	  European	  Integration.	  To	  make	  the	  hypothesis	  clearer:	  
the	   elite,	   the	   national	   elites	   that	   created	   and	   then	  were	   assimilated	   by	   the	   EU	   elite,	   that	   have	  
operated	  since	  the	  beginning	  of	  European	  Integration	  are	  on	  a	  civilizing	  mission	  on	  the	  continent,	  
or	  whatever	  other	  spatial	  delimitation	  the	  European	  Integration	  might	  have.	  European	  Integration	  
does	  not	  simply	  envisage	  the	  export	  of	  values	  to	  the	  rest,	  but	  also	  to	  itself.	  Anyhow	  the	  presence	  
of	   a	   set	   of	   values	   that	   guide	   the	   EU	   from	   the	   inside	   and	   the	   outside	   rather	   than	   traditional	  
territorial	  and	  cultural	  sovereignty	  makes	  the	  EU	  a	  (post-­‐modern)	  imperial	  force.	  Of	  course	  more	  
research	  (theoretical	  and	  empirical)	  is	  needed	  to	  confirm	  the	  hypothesis.	  Anyhow	  for	  the	  matters	  
of	  the	  dissertation	  it	  is	  important	  to	  assess	  that	  France	  and	  Germany	  through	  the	  ECSC,	  the	  other	  
accessing	  Member	  States	  at	  different	  times,	  the	  CEEC	  through	  Copenhagen	  Criteria,	  and	  now	  the	  
Balkans	  through	  CFSP	  and	  ESDP	  have	  been	  enforcing	  European	  Integration,	  and	  its	  discourse,	  even	  
if	   in	   a	   indirect	   and	   secondary	  way.	   Summarizing	   European	   Integration	   as	   a	   universal	   force	   acts	  
within	  the	  borders	  of	  the	  EU,	  and	  on	  the	  outside	   it	   is	  based	  on	  the	   ideals	  of	  peace,	  conciliation,	  
and	  finally	  integration.	  
The	   closer	   example	   in	   time	   of	   how	   European	   Integration	   can	   be	   regarded	   retrospectively	   as	  
Foreign	  Policy,	  is	  the	  case	  of	  the	  CEEC	  enlargement	  (Central	  and	  Eastern	  European	  Countries).	  The	  
enlargement	   was	   structured	   through	   appropriate	   policies	   and	   legal	   criteria	   (the	   Copenhagen	  
criteria’s),	  and	  operationalized	  through	  these	  channels,	  however	  the	  whole	  procedure	  can	  now	  be	  
studied	  retrospectively	  as	  part	  of	  European	  integration	  following	  political	  and	  historical	  discourses.	  
The	  implications	  of	  these	  shifts	  cannot	  be	  argument	  of	  the	  present	  dissertation,	  but	  are	  useful	  to	  
be	  kept	  in	  mind,	  while	  trying	  to	  trace	  different	  elements	  of	  EU	  polity;	  this	  dynamic	  also	  elucidates	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how	   Foreign	   Policy,	   and	   Enlargement	   Policy,	   shape	   the	   historic	   discourse	   of	   the	   EU	   and	   its	  
integration,	  and	  can	  be	  consequently	  included	  as	  units	  of	  analysis	  of	  EU	  polity.	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Chapter	  II:	  Normative	  power	  
	  
Introduction	  to	  Normative	  power	  in	  the	  EU	  
	  
The	  definition	  of	  Empire,	  and	  universalism	  apparently	  clashes	  with	  the	  description	  of	  the	  EU	  as	  an	  
international	  actor,	  as	  extracted	  from	  the	  treaties,	  as	  declared	  by	  the	  same	  EU,	  and	  as	  presented	  
in	  EU	  policy.	  The	  EU	  has	  defined	  himself	  a	  normative	  power	  as	  stated	  by	  EU	  commissioner	  Javier	  
Solana43.	  The	  feature	  of	  EU’s	  normative	  power	  as	  theorized	  can	  be	  found	  in	  the	  TEU	  (Treaty	  on	  the	  
European	   Union),	   and	   the	   goals	   of	   Foreign	   and	   Enlargement	   Policy	   explicitly	   declare	   the	   same	  
norms	   and	   features.	   Normative	   power	   has	   been	   defined	   and	   described	   in	   a	   seminal	   article	   by	  
Manners	  (2002)44.	  The	  theory	  of	  normative	  power	  builds	  on	  what	  appears	  a	  distinct	  feature	  of	  the	  
union,	   the	   legal	   basis	   of	   the	   EU,	   which,	   of	   course,	   it	   is	   not	   a	   mere	   feature	   but	   also	   the	   main	  
constituent	   of	   its	   powers.	   Normative	   power,	   in	   its	   first	   conceptualization,	   revolves	   around	   five	  
moral	  and	  political	  norms.	  These	  five	  norms	  are	  the	  elements	  of	  its	  normative	  power	  and	  are	  the	  
declared	   objectives	   of	   EU	   Enlargement	   Policy,	   and	   therefore	   it	   should	   be	   assumed	   to	   play	   an	  
important,	  if	  not	  decisive	  role,	  also	  in	  EU	  polity.	  The	  five	  norms	  are	  democracy,	  rule	  of	  law,	  liberty,	  
peace	   and	   human	   rights	   (Manners	   2002)45.	   Each	   of	   these	   five	   norms	   was	   born	   in	   a	   distinct	  
historical	   context,	   and	   guided	   EU	   integration,	   and	   therefore	   enlargement.	   The	   ECSC	   (European	  
Coal	  and	  Steal	  Community)	  was	  founded	  on	  the	  norms	  of	  peace	  and	  liberty,	  as	  a	  paradigm	  of	  the	  
post	  WWII	  context;	  while	  democracy,	  human	  rights,	  and	  rule	  of	   law	  have	  become	  central	  during	  
the	   cold	   war,	   to	   separate	   western	   liberal	   democracies,	   from	   the	   Warsaw	   pact	   countries;	   and	  
afterwards	  in	  guiding	  enlargement	  to	  the	  CEEC	  (Central	  and	  Eastern	  European	  Countries)	  once	  the	  
cold	   war	   was	   over.	   These	   values	   became	   norms	   through	   declarations	   and	   treaties	   such	   as	   the	  
ECSC,	  the	  Copenhagen	  declaration	  of	  1973,	  the	  UDHR	  (Universal	  Declaration	  of	  Human	  Rights)46.	  It	  
is	   important	  to	  point	  out	  how	  also	   in	  these	  cases	  European	  Integration	   is	  the	  final	  goal,	  and	  the	  
norms	   and	   the	   policymaking	   are	   means	   to	   reach	   it.	   Along	   with	   these	   specific	   points	   in	   the	  
timeframe	  of	  the	  EU	  history,	  these	  five	  norms	  are	  present	  in	  the	  first	  part	  of	  the	  TEU	  (Treaty	  on	  
the	  European	  Union),	  particularly	  in	  Art.2.	  In	  the	  first	  part	  of	  the	  TEU	  the	  common	  provisions	  are	  
presented,	  and	  therefore	  the	  first	  part	  of	  the	  TEU	  can	  be	  regarded	  as	  the	  “constitution”	  of	  the	  EU,	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
43	  Solana,	  Javier.	  Europe’s	  answer	  to	  the	  global	  challenges,	  speech	  to	  the	  University	  of	  Copenhagen.	  2006	  
44	  Manners,	  Ian.	  	  Op.cit.	  2002	  
45	  Manners,	  Ian.	  Ibid.	  2002	  
46	  Manners,	  Ian.	  Ibid.	  2002	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or	  at	  least	  as	  the	  mainframe	  of	  its	  polity.	  Article	  2	  of	  the	  TEU	  clearly	  states:	  “The	  Union	  is	  founded	  
on	   the	   values	   of	   respect	   for	   human	   dignity,	   freedom,	   democracy,	   equality,	   the	   rule	   of	   law	   and	  
respect	  for	  human	  rights,	  including	  the	  rights	  of	  persons	  belonging	  to	  minorities.	  These	  values	  are	  
common	   to	   the	   Member	   States	   in	   a	   society	   in	   which	   pluralism,	   non-­‐discrimination,	   tolerance,	  
justice,	  solidarity	  and	  equality	  between	  women	  and	  men	  prevail.”	  (TEU	  2009)47.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  
notice	  that	  Art.	  2	  has	  been	  written	  during	  the	  redaction	  of	  the	  TEU	  in	  the	  Lisbon	  Treaty,	  showing	  
the	   growing	   normative	   self-­‐consciousness	   of	   the	   EU,	   five	   years	   after	   the	   article	   by	  Manners48.	  
Along	  with	  Art.2	  of	  the	  TEU,	  also	  Art.21	  the	  first	  on	  the	  general	  provisions	  on	  the	  Union’s	  external	  
action	  reaffirms:	  “The	  Union's	  action	  on	  the	   international	  scene	  shall	  be	  guided	  by	  the	  principles	  
which	   have	   inspired	   its	   own	   creation,	   development	   and	   enlargement,	   and	   which	   it	   seeks	   to	  
advance	  in	  the	  wider	  world:	  democracy,	  the	  rule	  of	  law,	  the	  universality	  and	  indivisibility	  of	  human	  
rights	   and	   fundamental	   freedoms,	   respect	   for	   human	   dignity,	   the	   principles	   of	   equality	   and	  
solidarity,	  and	  respect	  for	  the	  principles	  of	  the	  United	  Nations	  Charter	  and	  international	  law.”	  (TEU	  
2009)49.	  In	  Art.	  21	  it	  si	  highlighted	  the	  importance	  of	  international	  law	  within	  the	  normative	  power	  
framework.	  
Going	  back	  to	  the	  formulation	  of	  normative	  power	  as	  written	  by	  Manners50,	  the	  author	  identifies	  
other	  four	  sub-­‐norms	  that	  could	  be	  useful	  in	  highlighting	  the	  dynamics	  of	  the	  EU:	  Social	  solidarity,	  
assessed	   as	   a	   driver	   for	   SEA	   and	   EMU,	   even	   though	   social	   solidarity	   has	   been	   largely	   put	   in	  
discussion	   during	   and	   in	   the	   aftermath	   of	   the	   Euro	   crisis;	   sustainable	   development	   (Euro	   2020	  
agenda);	   anti-­‐discrimination	   (in	   different	   90’s	   progressive	   social	   legislation,	   especially	   Agenda	  
2000),	  and	  good	  governance	  after	  the	  resignation	  of	  the	  EU	  Commission	  in	  1999.	  These	  sub-­‐norms	  
help	   describe	   the	   internal	   dynamics	   of	   the	   EU,	   and	   the	   features	   of	   EU	   enlargement,	   especially	  
when	  we	  refer	  to	  good	  governance.	  Good	  governance	  has	  a	  major	  impact	  in	  EU’s	  conditionality	  on	  
Bosnia	  and	  Kosovo,	  and	   it	  can	  be	  argued	  that	  should	  be	  upgraded	  to	  a	  6th	  norm,	  along	  with	  the	  
previous	   five,	   as	   appears	   the	   most	   prominent	   of	   the	   sub-­‐norms	   (Greiçevci	   2011)51.	   Critics	   of	  
normative	   power	   have	   also	   added	   economic	   liberalism	   as	   one	   of	   the	   fundamental	   norms	   that	  
operate	   in	  EU	  polity	  and	  describe	  EU	  polity,	  and	  therefore	  Foreign	  Policy	  (Rosamond	  and	  Parker	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
47	  Consolidated	  Version	  of	  the	  Treaty	  on	  European	  Union	  art.	  [2],	  O.J.	  C	  83/01.	  2009	  48	  Manners,	  Ian.	  Op.cit.	  2002	  49	  Consolidated	  Version	  of	  the	  Treaty	  on	  European	  Union	  art.	  [21],	  O.J.	  C	  83/01.	  2009	  
50	  Manners,	  Ian.	  Ibid.	  2002	  
51	  Greiçevci,	  Labinot.	  "EU	  actorness	  in	  international	  affairs:	  the	  case	  of	  EULEX	  mission	  in	  Kosovo."	  Perspectives	  on	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  Politics	  and	  Society	  12.3:	  283-­‐303.	  2011	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2013)52.	  We	  can	  also	  find	  the	  five	  main	  norms	  of	  normative	  power,	  which	  as	  we	  have	  seen	  have	  
been	   formalised	   as	   the	  main	   drivers	   of	   Foreign	   and	   Enlargement	   Policy,	   in	   what	   have	   become	  
known	  as	  the	  Copenhagen	  Criteria	  in	  1993,	  long	  before	  the	  TEU	  was	  redacted.	  
	  
The	  Copenhagen	  criteria	  
	  
The	   five	   norms	   that	  Manners	   uses	   to	   trace	   a	   cultural	   history	   of	   European	   Integration53,	   and	   to	  
forge	  a	  new	  kind	  of	  international	  actor,	  have	  been	  formalized	  by	  the	  European	  Council	  in	  1993	  as	  
the	  criteria	  for	  accession	  to	  the	  union,	  at	  the	  European	  Council	  in	  Copenhagen.	  Gaining	  their	  name	  
from	   the	   city	   where	   the	   Council	   was	   held,	   the	   criteria	   elaborated,	   were	   used	   to	   guide	   the	  
accession	  of	  the	  former	  soviet	  countries,	  the	  CEEC	  (Central	  and	  Eastern	  European	  Countries)54.	  An	  
ulterior	   criterion	   was	   added	   by	   the	   European	   Council	   in	   1999	   in	   Helsinki,	   were	   the	   “good-­‐
neighbour”	  criterion	  was	   ratified,	   in	  order	   to	  not	   import	  conflicts	   in	   the	  EU	   (Hillion	  2014)55;	   this	  
last	  criterion	  seems	  particularly	  important	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  Balkan	  countries,	  and	  a	  guideline	  for	  
the	  accession	  process	  of	  Kosovo.	  	  
	  As	  pointed	  out	  by	  scholars	  sustaining	  Manners	  assumptions,	  the	  formalization	  of	  the	  Copenhagen	  
Criteria	  was	   the	   formalization	  of	   the	  criteria	   that	  have	  been	  guiding	  EU	  Enlargement	   for	   several	  
decades,	  and	  in	  several	  occasions.	  In	  fact	  the	  political	  profile	  of	  the	  candidates	  has	  always	  played	  a	  
decisive	   role	   in	   the	  accession	  process.	  Through	   time	   formalizing	   these	  norms	  has	  also	  created	  a	  
more	   standardized	   procedure	   of	   accession,	   objectifying	   the	   criteria	   in	   quantifiable	   benchmarks,	  
generating	  a	  more	  transparent	  framework,	  kept	  under	  strict	  institutional	  control.	  Hillion	  (2014)56	  
traces	   back	   the	   Copenhagen	   Criteria	   to	   the	   failed	   EPC	   (European	   Political	   Community)	   of	   1952,	  
where	  Article	  116	  (1)	  stated:	  “Accession	  to	  the	  Community	  shall	  be	  open	  to	  the	  Member	  States	  of	  
the	  Council	  of	  Europe	  and	  to	  any	  other	  European	  State	  which	  guarantees	  the	  protection	  of	  human	  
rights	  and	  fundamental	  freedoms…”57.	  Art.	  116(1)	  is	  a	  strong	  example	  of	  how	  the	  political	  profile	  
and	   political	   conditionality	   has	   always	   been	   present	   in	   the	   history	   of	   the	   EU,	   even	   in	   different	  
forms	  and	  with	  different	  degrees	  of	  formalization	  over	  the	  years.	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  Owen,	  and	  Ben	  Rosamond.	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Also	  the	  economic	  data	  (not	  properly	  a	  part	  of	  the	  norms	  described	  by	  Manners)	  of	  the	  candidate	  
countries	  have	  always	  been	   taken	   into	  account,	   from	  the	  accession	  process	  of	   the	  UK	  onwards.	  
Even	  though	   it	   is	  undoubted	  that	  UK’s	  economic	  problems	  were	  on	  the	  table	  during	  the	  second	  
application,	   it	  has	  to	  be	  remarked	  that	  France	  used	  economic	  criteria	  as	  a	  means	  to	  hinder	  UK’s	  
accession	  for	  political	  reasons,	  surely	  not	  for	  normative	  claims;	  anyhow	  it	  is	  precise	  to	  trace	  back	  
the	  economic	  criteria	  to	  UK’s	  application	  to	  the	  union.	  
Once	   formalized	   in	   Copenhagen,	   these	   criteria	   have	   become	   the	   centre	   of	   Enlargement	   Policy,	  
with	  policies	   that	   are	  developed	   reflecting	   these	   criteria.	   Concluding,	   the	  norms	   that	   constitute	  
Normative	  power	  as	  a	  theory	  find	  direct	  echo	  in	  the	  European	  treaties,	  and	  in	  the	  core	  guidelines	  
of	  Foreign	  Policy	  and	  Enlargement	  policy,	  being	  therefore	  central	  to	  the	  internal	  dynamics	  of	  the	  
EU,	  and	  its	  external	  action.	  
	  
Normative	  power	  as	  a	  theoretical	  category	  
	  
As	  suggested	  by	  the	  author	  of	  the	  theory,	  normative	  power	  has	  a	  descriptive	  value	  and	  a	  value	  of	  
advocacy	  at	  the	  same	  time.	  Therefore	  there	  are	  two	  dimensions	  to	  normative	  power,	  differently	  
from	   the	   imperial	   metaphor	   and	   other	   theoretical	   frameworks,	   which	   are	   only	   presented	   as	  
analytical	  frameworks,	  normative	  power	  has	  also	  a	  political	  dimension.	  Normative	  power	  not	  only	  
holds	   within	   itself	   an	   analytical	   framework	   for	   EU	   in	   world	   politics,	   but	   also	   a	   post-­‐modern	  
discourse	  on	  what	  the	  EU	  should	  be;	  what	  the	  EU	  is	  in	  act	  and	  what	  the	  EU	  should	  be,	  in	  act	  and	  
potential,	   using	   traditional	   Aristotelian’s	   categories	   (Manners	   2013) 58 .	   Manners	   and	   other	  
scholars,	  contemporarily	  describe	  what	  the	  EU	  is,	  as	  an	  international	  actor,	  and	  advocate	  what	  the	  
EU	   goals	   in	   world	   politics	   should	   be,	   what	   should	   the	   normative	   aims	   of	   the	   EU	   be,	   using	  
normative	  power	  alternatively	  as	  pouvoir,	  a	  form	  of	  power,	  and	  puissance,	  an	  ideal	  type	  of	  power.	  
This	   separation	   into	   two	  different	   forms	  of	  powers,	  an	  actual	   force,	  and	  a	  potential	  one,	  comes	  
from	  Aron	  (1986)59,	  and	  is	  reused	  by	  Manners	  (2013)60.	  The	  dissertation	  would	  like	  to	  work	  on	  the	  
pouvoir	   of	   normative	   power,	   will	   use	   normative	   power	   as	   an	   analytical	   framework,	   however	   it	  
shall	  try	  not	  to	   ignore	  the	  debate	  on	  the	  puissance,	  especially	  when	  it	  will	  compare	  the	  imperial	  
metaphor	   with	   normative	   power,	   the	   puissance	   discourse	   will	   have	   a	   significant	   weight.	  When	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  2013	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discussing	  IR	  (International	  Relations)	  frameworks,	  focus	  shall	  be	  set	  on	  pouvoir,	  when	  observing	  
normative	  power	  from	  the	  imperial	  metaphor	  standpoint	  (or	  vice	  versa),	  puissance	  elements	  will	  
be	   incorporated	   in	   the	   discussion.	   This	   ambivalence	   has	   been	   separated	   efficiently,	   using	   two	  
different	   definitions,	   NPE-­‐OR	   (Normative	   Power	   Europe-­‐	   Ontological	   Reality)	   for	   the	   debate	   on	  
what	  the	  EU	  is	  as	  an	  international	  actor,	  and	  its	  ontological	  reality,	  and	  NPE-­‐CO	  (Normative	  Power	  
Europe-­‐	   Critical	   Ontology)	   for	   the	   political	   debate	   revolving	   around	   EU	   and	   what	   should	   it	   be	  
(Rosamond	  and	  Parker	  2013)61.	  When	  talking	  of	  normative	  power	  it	  is	  impossible	  to	  ignore	  these	  
different	  dimensions,	   that	  scholars	  consider	  as	  one	  of	   its	  major	  criticisms.	  The	  separation	  of	   the	  
two	   dimensions	   of	   normative	   power	   is	   anyhow	   also	   essential	   in	   guaranteeing	   the	   validity	   as	   a	  
theoretical	  unit	  of	  analysis	  for	  International	  Relations	  scheme,	  rather	  than	  merely	  Political	  Science.	  
As	   expressed	   by	   Rosamond	   and	   Parker	   (2013)62,	   the	   puissance	   of	   normative	   power	   should	   be	  
valued	   as	   the	   NPE-­‐OR	   (Normative	   Power	   Ontological	   Reality),	   and	   its	   discourse	   should	   be	  
considered	   in	   traditional	   International	   Relations,	   while	   the	   pouvouir	   of	   EU’s	   normative	   power	  
should	   be	   valued	   as	   NPE-­‐	   CO	   (Normative	   Power	   Critical	   Ontology),	   and	   should	   be	   included	   in	  
Political	  Sciences	  debate,	   revolving	  around	   issues	  on	  what	   the	  EU	  should	  do	  as	  a	  global	  political	  
actor.	   Acknowledging	   this	   difference,	   should	  make	   the	   discussion	   on	   Normative	   power	   clearer,	  
and	   should	   help	   eliminate	   the	   liberal-­‐idealist	   bias,	   as	   highlighted	   by	   Hyde-­‐Price	   (2006) 63 ,	  
sharpening	  its	  scientific	  content,	  and	  separating	  it	  from	  the	  pure	  political	  one.	  	  	  	  
	  
When	   trying	   to	   assess	   normative	   power	   as	   pouvoir,	   normative	   power	   in	   its	   actual	   form,	   its	  
dynamics	   of	   diffusion	   appear	   fundamental.	   In	   its	   original	   theorizing,	   normative	   power	   had	   six	  
elements,	  which	  actually	  defines	  how	  normative	  power	  exports	  and	  spread,	  its	  norms	  (peace,	  rule	  
of	   law,	  democracy,	  human	  rights,	  and	  liberty).	  Six	  forms	  of	  diffusion	  which	  show	  how	  normative	  
power	   is	   different	   from	   traditional	   superpowers,	   based	   on	   military	   power:	   contagion,	  
informational,	  procedural,	  transference,	  overt	  diffusion,	  and	  cultural	  filter	  (Manners	  2002)64.	  The	  
first	  two	  revolve	  around	  the	  example	  set	  by	  the	  EU	  to	  other	  countries	  (as	  “best	  practice”),	  and	  the	  
branding	  of	  its	  normative	  discourse,	  the	  communication	  strategy	  used	  by	  the	  EU	  (informational),	  
the	  two	  could	  be	  easily	  grouped	  together;	  procedural,	  transference,	  and	  over	  diffusion	  are	  more	  
related	  to	  the	  direct	  diffusion	  of	  the	  norms	  to	  third	  countries.	  Procedural	  diffusion	  happens	  when	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a	   relationship	   is	   institutionalized,	   through	   agreements,	   and	   how	   these	   agreements	   contain	  
normative	  components;	  transference	  is	  tied	  to	  procedural	  diffusion	  as	  is	  based	  on	  conditionality,	  
which	  it	   is	   impossible	  without	  the	  presence	  of	  an	  institutionalized	  agreement,	  a	  third	  step	  in	  the	  
direct	   spread	   of	   norms	   is	   overt	   diffusion,	   with	   the	   physical	   presence	   of	   EU	   in	   third	   states	   (or	  
international	   organizations).	   Finally,	   cultural	   filter	   describes	   to	   what	   extent	   the	   normative	  
discourse	  and	  policies	  has	  influenced	  the	  culture	  of	  a	  third	  country,	  as	  in	  the	  example	  of	  bringing	  
human	  rights	  issue	  in	  Turkey.	  Cultural	  filter	  can	  be	  the	  result	  of	  indirect	  practices	  (contagion,	  and	  
informational)	  and	  more	  direct	  practices	  (procedural,	  transference,	  and	  overt	  diffusion).	  These	  six	  
ways	  can	  be	  defined	  as	  normative	  means,	   instruments	  used	  by	  normative	  power	  to	  enlarge	  and	  
reinforce	   its	   own	   power.	   The	   term	   power	   is	   intended	   and	   used,	   citing	   Foucault	   (1981)65,	   as	   a	  
productive	   force,	   therefore	  without	   any	   positive	   or	   negative	   inference,	   as	   remembered	  by	  Diez	  
and	  Pace	  (2007)66.	  These	  six	  dynamics	  seems	  to	  represent	  the	  overall	  means	  of	  EU	  external	  action,	  
and	  seem	  plausible	  to	  be	  used	  for	  an	  analysis	  of	  EU	  Foreign	  Policy.	  When	  the	  EU	  is	  not	  using	  one	  
of	  these	  six	  instruments	  it	  could	  be	  said	  that	  his	  means	  are	  not	  normative,	  unless	  an	  original	  mean	  
is	  to	  be	  observed,	  a	  mean	  that	  could	  not	  be	  included	  neither	  in	  traditional	  military	  means	  nor	  in	  
the	  normative	  means	  described	  in	  this	  paragraph.	  	  
	  
As	  a	  final	  premise	  before	  a	  comparison	  of	  the	  imperial	  metaphor	  and	  normative	  power,	  it	  must	  be	  
reminded	  that	   imperialism	  as	  a	   type	  of	  behaviour	   in	   foreign	  policy,	  defines	  a	  number	  of	  actions	  
that	   recall	   those	   of	   traditional	   Empires,	   for	   their	   seizure,	   exploitation,	   and	   exceptionalism,	   of	  
international	  norms,	  and	  formally	  independent	  states;	  however	  this	  kind	  of	  policy	  is	  not	  present	  in	  
official	  documents,	  therefore	  also	  when	  we	  speak	  of	  imperialism	  in	  contemporary	  foreign	  policy,	  
we	   are	   using	   an	   analogy,	   just	   as	   when	   we	   speak	   of	   an	   imperial	   EU	   we	   are	   using	   a	   metaphor.	  
Imperialism	  in	  foreign	  policy	  (as	  an	  analogy)	  seems	  perfectly	  suitable	  in	  the	  imperial	  metaphor	  of	  
polities,	   and	   at	   a	   first	   glance	   seems	   the	   perfect	   foreign	   policy	   for	   post-­‐modern	   Empires.	   It	   is	  
significant	   to	   operate	   this	   distinction	   because	   also	   in	   debates	   that	   move	   from	   neorealist,	   or	  
“Westphalian”	   assumptions,	   imperialism	   is	   valued	   as	   an	   important	   category	   of	   foreign	   policy;	  
imperialism	  is	  greatly	  used	  also	  for	  traditional	  actors.	  	  
As	  already	  stated,	  aside	  from	  academic	  categories	  is	  interesting	  to	  assess	  EU	  and	  its	  actions	  based	  
on	  what	   the	   EU	   declares,	   which	   coincides	  with	   one	   of	   the	  most	   important	   theories	   of	   the	   last	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decade,	  normative	  power.	  It	   is	  fascinating	  trying	  to	  measure	  to	  what	  extent	  can	  imperialism	  and	  
normative	  power	  co-­‐exist,	  even	  if	  nominally	  the	  two	  seem	  like	  an	  oxymoron.	  Moreover	  even	  if	  it	  
can	  be	  concluded	  after	   the	  analysis	   that	   the	  EU	   is	  a	  normative	  power,	  what	  reflections	  would	   it	  
have	   on	   the	   imperial	   metaphor?	   Can	   a	   normative	   Empire	   exist?	   Or	   this	   would	   lead	   to	   an	  
unsustainable	  antinomy?	  Finally	  does	  this	  mean	  that	  even	  in	  their	  post-­‐modern	  version,	  Empires	  
may	  only	  be	  imperialistic	  actors?	  Is	  it	  possible	  to	  neatly	  separate	  two	  level	  of	  analysis	  for	  Empires	  
and	   imperialism,	   the	   latter	   identified	   on	   a	   foreign	   policy	   level,	   and	   the	   former	   on	   the	   more	  
intangible,	  and	  omni-­‐comprehensive	  level	  of	  polities?	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Chapter	  III:	  International	  Relations	  framework	  
	  
As	   presented	   in	   the	   precedent	   chapters	   one	   of	   the	   problems	   in	   integrating	   the	   concepts	   of	  
normative	  power	  and	   imperial	  metaphor	  can	  be	  detected	   in	   the	  sphere	  of	  Foreign	  Policy;	   these	  
two	  theories	  appear	   incompatible	  when	   it	  comes	  to	  Foreign	  Policy	   (and	  other	   fields	   that	  do	  not	  
interest	  the	  present	  dissertation),	  therefore	  to	  complete	  the	  equation	  presented	   in	  the	  previous	  
chapters	  we	  have	  to	   include	  a	  third	  variable,	   International	  Relations	  and	   its	   framework.	  How	  do	  
normative	  power	  and	  imperial	  metaphor	  interact	  with	  one	  another,	  and	  with	  the	  model	  they	  are	  
projected	   in?	   Otherwise	   stated,	   once	   assessed	   a	   possible	   co-­‐existence	   of	   a	   EU	   Empire,	   and	   a	  
Normative	   EU,	   how	   can	   these	   operate	   in	   international	   affairs	   models?	   If	   the	   first	   two	  
representations	   describe	   dynamics	   that	   operate	   in	   the	   EU	   not	   only	   once	   (ex)	   sovereign	   States	  
become	  part	   of	   the	  Union,	   but	   also	  before,	  a	  priori,	   actually	   guiding	   EU’s	   actions	   towards	   third	  
countries,	  then	  the	  two	  concepts	  can	  not	  be	  excluded	  from	  the	  theoretical	  analysis	  of	  EU’s	  foreign	  
policy.	  However	  for	  different	  reasons	  they	  do	  not	  find	  space	  in	  mainstream	  neorealist	  models	  of	  
foreign	  policy	  (Hyde-­‐Price	  2006)67.	  As	  stated,	  by	  neo-­‐realists	  (Hyde-­‐Price	  2006)68,	  neorealist	  theory	  
focuses	   mainly	   on	   systemic	   influences,	   exogenous	   pressures	   on	   actors	   participating	   in	   such	   a	  
system,	   sometime	  up	   to	   the	  extent	   that	  neo-­‐realism	  has	  been	  accused	  of	   being	   a	  deterministic	  
theory	   (Hyde-­‐Price	   2006)69;	   therefore	   neorealist	   scholars	   are	   not,	   usually,	   interested	   in	   internal	  
dynamics,	   which	   however	   it	   must	   be	   recognized	   also	   shape	   foreign	   policy	   (Tocci	   2008) 70 .	  
Moreover,	  it	  is	  argued	  that	  theoretical	  analysis	  ought	  to	  explain	  tendencies	  rather	  than	  particular	  
cases,	   patterns	   of	   behaviour	   rather	   than	   peculiarities	   (Waltz	   1995)71.	   Therefore	   it	   seems	   sound	  
that	  the	  EU	  and	  its	  peculiarities	  do	  not	  find	  space	  in	  such	  a	  framework,	  at	  least	  until	  the	  majority	  
of	   the	   international	   system	   is	   composed	   of	   traditional	   sovereign	   “Westphalian”	   states,	   that	   act	  
and	   react	   following	   the	   traditional	   patterns	   developed	   in	   the	   neorealist	   approach	   (of	   course	  
reducing	   the	  EU	   to	  a	   simple	  peculiarity,	  and	   ignore	   it	  or	   reduce	   it	   to	   traditional	   schemes	   seems	  
questionable).	   For	   these	  different	   reasons	   the	  EU,	  on	   the	  other	  hand,	   is	   studied	   focusing	  on	   its	  
obscure	   dynamics	   and	   idiosyncrasies.	   Consequently	   the	   major	   problem	   appears	   to	   define	   the	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“nature	   of	   the	   beast”,	   which	   would	   allow	   to	   move	   towards	   an	   explanatory	   theory	   in	   a	   great	  
number	  of	  research	  fields.	  	  
Of	  course,	  apart	  from	  the	  neorealist	  framework,	  more	  empirical	  approaches	  have	  tried	  to	  describe	  
the	  EU	  as	  an	  international	  actor	  valuing	  its	  internal	  dynamics,	  its	  peculiarities,	  and	  its	  actions.	  Such	  
empirical	   approaches	   have	   the	   attribute	   to	   give	   more	   weight	   to	   the	   intentions	   of	   the	   actor	  
considered,	   rather	   than	   considering	   the	   system	   in	   which	   it	   works.	   Following	   the	   framework	  
proposed	   by	   Tocci	   (2008) 72 ,	   an	   international	   actor	   can	   be	   valued	   as	   normative,	   imperial,	  
realpolitik,	  or	  a	  status	  quo	  actor.	  In	  this	  context	  a	  normative	  actor	  would	  act	  pursuing	  normative	  
goals,	  through	  normative	  means,	  having	  a	  normative	  impact	  on	  the	  environment	  where	  operates.	  
Normative	  goals	  are	  regarded	  as	  the	  milieu	  goals,	  as	  defined	  by	  Wolfers	  (1962)73.	  The	  milieu	  goals	  
do	  not	  deny	  the	  personal	   interests	  of	  the	  actor,	  defined,	  on	  the	  other	  hand	  as	  possession	  goals,	  
however	  milieu	   goals	   are	   differently	   pursued	   in	   a	   larger	   time	   frame,	   also	   at	   times	   where	   no	  
possession	  goals	   are	  at	   stake,	  even	   though	  a	   real-­‐time	  assessment	  of	   the	  absence	  of	  possession	  
goals	   seems	   hard.	   It	   seems	   hard	   to	   be	   able	   to	   qualify	   a	   larger	   time	   frame	   that	   can	   be	   used	   to	  
actually	  value	  milieu	  goals.	  
“In	  directing	  its	  foreign	  policy	  toward	  the	  attainment	  of	  possession	  goals	  a	  nation	  is	  aiming	  at	  the	  
enhancement	  or	  the	  preservation	  of	  one	  or	  more	  of	  the	  things	  to	  which	  it	  attaches	  value.	  
	  (…)	  Milieu	   goals	   are	   of	   a	   different	   character.	   Nations	   pursuing	   them	   are	   out	   not	   to	   defend	   or	  
increase	   possessions	   the	   hold	   to	   the	   exclusion	   of	   others,	   but	   aim	   instead	   at	   shaping	   conditions	  
beyond	  their	  national	  boundaries.	  If	  it	  were	  not	  for	  the	  existence	  of	  such	  goals,	  peace	  could	  never	  
become	  an	  objective	  of	  national	  policy”	  (Wolfers	  1962)74.	  
Normative	  means	  ought	  to	  be	  valued	  as	  fundmanetal	  since	  tracking	  normative	  objectives	  through	  
the	  means	  of	  war	  or	  other	  coercive	  means	  would	  be	  inconsistent.	  This	  linear	  separation	  between	  
means	   and	   goals,	   excludes	   in	   line	   of	   principle	   that	   the	   EU	   could	   pursue	   rule	   of	   law	   (normative	  
goals)	  through	  war	  (coercive	  means),	  adding	  a	  rational	  dimension	  to	  the	  analysis.	  Such	  separation	  
is	   usually	   used	   in	   interpreting	   any	   kind	   of	   political	   player,	   however	   sometimes	   is	   wrongfully	  
ignored	  in	  theoretical	  models;	  making	  the	  models	  look	  bi-­‐dimensional	  rather	  than	  having	  a	  more	  
natural	  tri-­‐dimensional	  figure.	  Building	  on	  the	  previous	  difference	  it	  can	  be	  stated	  that	  normative	  
means	  are	  to	  be	  considered	  all	  means	  that	  do	  not	   infringe	   international	   law.	  Here	   lies	   the	  main	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difference	   between	   a	   normative	   actor,	   and	   an	   imperialist	   actor.	   The	   imperialist	   actor	   infringes	  
international	  law	  to	  impose	  its	  norms	  or	  standards,	  or	  simply	  to	  pursue	  its	  possession	  goals,	  which	  
can	  be	  also	  normative	  ones	  as	  already	  stated.	  An	  imperialist	  actor	  does	  not	  commit	  to	  the	  same	  
norms,	   which	   imposes	   on	   others.	   On	   the	   other	   hand,	   the	   realpolitik	   actor	   pursues	   merely	  
possession	  goals,	  through	  any	  means,	  in	  some	  cases	  also	  normative	  means;	  finally	  the	  status-­‐quo	  
actor	  operates,	  always	  in	  respect	  of	  domestic	  and	  international	  law,	  and	  acts	  under	  the	  umbrella	  
of	  international	  organizations.	  An	  empirical	  example	  brought	  by	  Tocci	  (2008)75	  to	  identify	  the	  four	  
Foreign	  Policy	  actor	  prototypes,	  is	  the	  behaviour	  of	  the	  EU	  in	  Kosovo.	  In	  the	  article	  is	  reported	  that	  
in	  order	  to	  overcome	  the	  Russian	  and	  Chinese	  veto,	  the	  Western	  powers	  and	  the	  US	  avoided	  the	  
UN	  Security	  Council	  (both	  in	  the	  1999	  campaign	  and	  afterwards),	  therefore	  infringing	  international	  
law,	   and	   thus	   acting	   as	   an	   imperialist	   actor.	   Even	   though	   their	   goals	   could	   be	   described	   as	  
normative	   (peace	   or	   sustainable	   peace,	   in	   the	   definition	   used	   by	   the	   EU76),	   their	   imperialistic	  
means	  made	  the	  EU	  act	  as	  an	  imperialist	  power.	  
The	  study	  co-­‐ordinated	  by	  Tocci	  (2008)77	  is	  interesting	  because	  is	  one	  of	  the	  most	  comprehensive	  
attempts	  to	  integrate	  the	  concept	  of	  normative	  power	  as	  an	  ideal	  type	  of	  Foreign	  Policy	  actor.	  The	  
shortcomings	  of	  the	  approach	  used,	  as	  recognized	  by	  the	  same	  authors,	  is	  one	  of	  the	  major	  biases	  
of	   International	   Relations,	   and	   politics.	   Every	   international	   actor	   is	   perceived	   differently	   from	  
other	   international	   actors,	   being	   perceptions	   built	   on	   actions;	   the	   Foreign	   Policy	   actions	   of	   an	  
actor	   can,	   and	   usually	   are,	   valued	   differently	   from	   actor	   to	   actor.	   Building	   up	   on	   the	   previous	  
example	  regarding	  Kosovo,	  while	  Russia	  and	  Serbia	  perceived	  US,	  and	  EU’s	  conduct	  as	  imperialist,	  
the	   latter	  regarded	  them	  selves	  as	  normative.	  To	  overcome	  this	   idiosyncrasy,	  the	  scholars	  (Tocci	  
2008)78,	  have	  argued	   to	  use	   international	   law	  and	   its	   formal	  procedures	  as	  a	   reference	  point	   in	  
order	  to	  label	  the	  different	  actors	  as	  normative	  or	  non-­‐normative.	  Once	  again,	  the	  same	  scholars	  
had	   to	   identify	   the	   fallacies	  of	   such	  a	   framework,	   since	   international	   law	   is	  a	  mere	   reflection	  of	  
power	  politics	  and	  the	  international	  balance	  of	  power.	  Current	  international	  law	  and	  consequently	  
the	   international	  system	  is	   largely	  biased	  towards	  the	  US	  and	  the	  Western	  powers,	   therefore	  as	  
showed	  by	  Womack,	  China,	  only,	  appears	  as	  a	  normative	  power	  once	   its	  evaluation	   is	  based	  on	  
China’s	   standards	   (Tocci	   2008)79.	   Consequently,	   also	   international	   law	   fails	   to	   be	   an	   objective	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benchmark.	  Normative	  power	  and	  its	  performance,	  at	  the	  moment,	  can	  be	  best	  valued	  as	  an	  inter-­‐
subjective	  matter.	  Another	  perspective	  from	  where	  normative	  action	  and	  power	  can	  be	  assessed,	  
basing	  an	  analysis	  on	  the	  identity	  of	  the	  actor	  (Finnermore	  and	  Sikkink	  1998)80.	  Foreign	  Policy	  has	  
three	   main	   conditioning	   factors:	   internal	   political	   context,	   internal	   capability,	   and	   the	   external	  
international	   context,	   which	   also	   determines	   the	   chosen	   policies	   (Tocci	   2008)81.	   These	   three	  
factors	  that	  shape	  the	  Foreign	  Policy	  of	  an	  actor	  rather	  than	  value	  its	  action,	  may	  be	  more	  fruitful,	  
overcoming	   also	   the	   limits	   of	   the	   neorealist	   model.	   Once	   the	   international	   actor	   is	   considered	  
under	   the	   political	   context,	   and	   internal	   capability,	   greater	   light	   can	   be	   shed	   on	   the	   normative	  
actions	  and/or	  means	  of	  a	  subject.	  While	  the	  neorealist	  framework	  operates	  on	  the	  third	  factor,	  
the	   external	   international	   context,	   looking	   at	   the	   other	   two	   factors	   can	   help	   assess	   when	  
normative	   goals	   and	   normative	   means	   are	   disguises	   for	   realpolitik	   or	   imperialistic	   means	   and	  
goals.	   However	   even	   though	   acknowledging	   the	   shortcoming	   of	   international	   law	   as	   universal	  
benchmarking,	   it	   remains	   the	   most	   equidistant	   of	   the	   proposed	   benchmarks	   and	   it	   should	   be	  
regarded	  as	   so.	  Being	  Russia	  and	  China	  part	  of	   the	  United	  Nations	  Security	  Council	   the	  western	  
bias	  can	  be	  depowered.	  
	  
Summarizing,	  to	  assess	  EU’s	  Foreign	  Policy,	  and	  its	  actions	  in	  Kosovo,	  the	  dissertation	  would	  like	  to	  
assess	   the	   internal	   political	   context,	   its	   internal	   capability,	   shaping	   through	   this	   analysis	   the	  
identity	  of	   the	  actor;	   and	  contemporarily	   the	  external	   international	   context	  or	   the	   international	  
system	  in	  which	  it	  operates.	  	  
One	  of	  the	  most	  comprehensive	  models	  proposed	  to	  value	  an	  international	  actor	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  
international	   system	   is	   the	   one	   proposed	   by	   Watson	   (2009)82.	   This	   model	   does	   not	   confront	  
himself	  with	  the	  “perspective	  bias”	  described	  before,	  because	  it	  places	  itself	  in	  a	  historical	  position	  
reducing	   the	   “perspective	   bias”	   to	   the	   minimum,	   and	   has	   also	   the	   advantage	   of	   presenting	   a	  
comparison	   over	   time	   of	   the	   different	   historical	   ideal	   types	   gaining	   legitimacy,	   and	   eludes	   the	  
problems	  arousing	  from	  the	  use	  of	  international	  law	  as	  a	  benchmark.	  Anyhow	  this	  does	  not	  mean	  
that	  the	  model	  proposed	  by	  Tocci	  (2008)83	  cannot	  coincide	  in	  its	  actors	  evaluation	  with	  the	  model	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proposed	  by	  Watson	   (2009)84.	   In	  his	   study	  Watson	   (2009)85	  creates	  a	   synoptic	   representation	  of	  
the	  evolution	  of	  the	  international	  system	  from	  the	  ancient	  civilizations	  to	  the	  modern	  world.	  This	  
huge	  comparison	  across	  different	  centuries	  and	  times	  gives	  the	  categories	  used	  the	  legitimacy	  of	  
universal	   categories,	  or	  at	   least	   comes	  close	   to	   it.	   These	   categories	   can	  be	   considered	  universal	  
because	   they	   can	   be	   found	   in	   all	   the	   different	   international	   systems	   that	   have	   developed	   over	  
around	   4000	   thousand	   years.	   These	   categories	   are	   imperial,	   dominion,	   hegemony	   and	  
independent.	  They	  follow	  a	  descending	  or	  ascending	  scale	  of	   independence.	  The	  strength	  of	  this	  
scheme	  is	  that	  revolves	  around	  the	  concept	  of	  independence,	  just	  one	  strong	  variable	  declined	  in	  
different	   in	   structures	   and	  nuances,	   keeping	   a	   common	   core.	   Independence	   (or	   dependence)	   is	  
assessed	  through	  the	  relations	  of	  the	  different	  actors,	   leaving	  aside	  external	  criteria	  or	  objective	  
benchmarks	   tough	   to	  build.	   To	   reinforce	   the	   idea	   that	   the	   four	   categories	   identified	   are	   strictly	  
correlated	   Watson	   (2009)86	  stated	   that	   the	   actors	   within	   the	   international	   system	   moved	   in	   a	  
pendulum.	  The	  author	  uses	  the	  image	  of	  a	  pendulum	  (where	  point	  0	  and	  point	  1	  are	  never	  actually	  
reached)	  to	  suggest	  that	  international	  actors	  completely	  independent	  or	  completely	  imperial	  have	  
never	   existed	   and	   shall	   never	   exist.	   The	  middle	   point	   of	   the	   pendulum	   is	   somewhere	   between	  
hegemony	   and	   dominion,	   the	   image	   of	   the	   pendulum	   recalls	   also	   the	   extremely	   dynamic	  
movement	   of	   the	   international	   system,	   almost	   giving	   the	   idea	   of	   the	   uncertainty	   principle	   of	  
Heisenberg87,	  where	  the	  position	  and	  the	  momentum	  of	  the	  actors	  could	  not	  be	  known	  precisely.	  
An	   independent	   state	   is	   defined	   as	   a	   state	   that	   has	   the	   ultimate	   ability	   to	   take	   external	   and	  
domestic	  decisions,	  even	  though	  as	  anticipated	  a	  pure	  independent	  state	  could	  never	  exist	  due	  to	  
the	   voluntary	   constraints	   the	   actors	   assume	   to	  manage	   its	   external	   relations	   and	   the	   systemic	  
constraints.	   Just	   being	   part	   of	   a	   system	   de	   facto	   eliminates	   the	   possibility	   of	   being	   completely	  
independent.	  Being	   independent	  and	  being	  part	  of	  a	   system	  can	  be	  valued	  as	  an	  oxymoron,	  an	  
antinomy,	  and	  therefore	  it	  cannot	  be	  viewed	  as	  possible	  in	  its	  literal	  meaning.	  Hegemony	  indicates	  
that	  one	  state,	  or	  more	  often	  a	  group	  of	  states	  has	  the	  power	  to	  lay	  down	  the	  operations,	  and	  the	  
rules	  of	   the	  system,	   leaving	  the	  other	  actors	  domestically	   independent	   (the	  example	  brought	  by	  
Watson	  of	   hegemon	  powers	   is	   the	   five	   great	   European	  powers	   after	   the	   Congress	   of	   Vienna	   in	  
1815);	  dominion	  designates	  an	  imperial	  authority	  that	  governs	  to	  some	  extent	  other	  communities	  
even	  though	  the	  different	  identities	  are	  kept,	  as	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  where	  the	  states	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of	   the	   remained	   formally	   independent.	   Finally	   imperial	   defines	   a	   hard-­‐core	  metropolis	   that	   has	  
direct-­‐administration	   of	   different	   communities.	   Just	   as	   an	   independent	   status	   within	   a	   system	  
appears	  impossible,	  the	  same	  could	  be	  said	  for	  a	  completely	  imperial	  superpower,	  which	  would	  de	  
facto	  eliminate	  the	  system,	  since	  it	  would	  control	  the	  totality	  of	  the	  other	  communities	  making	  it	  
impossible	  for	  a	  system	  to	  develop.	  Since	  denying	  the	  existence	  of	  an	  international	  system	  at	  any	  
point	  in	  history	  seems	  hard,	  a	  full	  imperial	  actor	  seems	  impossible	  to	  find.	  
Following	   the	   criteria	   suggested	  by	   Finnermore	  and	  Sikkink	   (1998)88	  to	   assess	   the	   identity	  of	   an	  
actor,	  in	  the	  second	  part	  the	  dissertation	  would	  like	  to	  value	  EU’s	  actions	  from	  an	  internal	  political	  
context,	  and	   internal	  capability	  using	   the	   frameworks	  created	  by	  Zielonka	   (2006)89	  and	  Manners	  
(1996)90	  previously	   described,	   and	   the	   external	   political	   context	   through	   the	   theory	   of	  Watson	  
(2009)91,	   and	   the	   empirical	   approach	   by	   Tocci	   (2008)92.	   Using	   different	   schemes	   questions	   of	  
course	   the	   reliability	   of	   such	   an	   analysis,	   however	   it	   hopes	   to	   gain	   validity,	   creating	   a	  
representation	  capable	  of	  covering	  360	  degrees.	  However	  since	  the	   internal	  capability	  of	  the	  EU	  
has	  not	  changed	  during	  the	  timeframe	  considered	  if	  not	  marginally,	  valuing	  internal	  capability	   in	  
the	   case	   study	   seems	   superfluous.	   The	   dissertation	   shall	   assume	   that	   the	   EU	   has	   a	   normative	  
internal	   capability,	   due	   to	   its	   lack,	   or	   rather	   negligible	  military	   force.	   Therefore	   the	   subsequent	  
analysis	   shall	   keep	   in	   mind	   the	   three	   aspects	   cited	   above	   however	   it	   shall	   not	   value	   internal	  
capability,	   but	   only	   the	   internal	   political	   context	   and	   the	   external	   political	   context	   in	   which	   it	  
operates.	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Part	  II	  –	  Empirical	  research	  
	  
Fertile	  Empirical	  Studies	  
	  
In	  order	  to	  assess	  the	  value	  of	  imperial	  dynamics	  empirical	  case	  studies	  ought	  to	  be	  analysed	  and	  
discussed.	  The	  dissertation	  would	   like	   to	   focus	  on	   the	  examination	  and	  analysis	  of	  EU’s	  primary	  
sources	   and	   action	   in	   Kosovo	   in	   order	   to	   attempt	   the	   classify	   these	   actions	   as	   normative	   or	  
imperial.	  Trying	  to	  justify	  the	  imperial	  and	  neo-­‐medieval	  model	  applied	  to	  the	  EU.	  While	  scholars	  
engaged	  with	  these	  models	  have	  often	  used	  the	  CEEC	  enlargement	  as	  paradigmatic,	  almost	  as	  the	  
zenith	  of	  the	  EU	  Empire	  (Icener	  et	  al.	  2010)93,	  less	  research	  through	  these	  lenses	  has	  been	  done	  on	  
the	   Balkans.	   The	   Balkans	   region	   can	   be	   considered	   a	   paradigmatic	   case	   study	   to	   assess	   the	  
imperial	  trajectory	  of	  the	  EU,	  because	  it	  is	  a	  case	  study	  that	  comprehends	  a	  great	  variety	  of	  issues	  
and	  problems,	  which	  forced	  the	  EU	  in	  implementing	  different	  and	  sometimes	  original	  policies.	  In	  
the	  Balkans,	  the	  variety	  of	  issues	  includes:	  successful	  accession	  procedure	  from	  sovereign	  states,	  
as	   in	   the	   case	   of	   Croatia	   (Pucher	   2014)94;	   the	   candidate	   status	   of	   Macedonia,	   or	   the	   Formal	  
Yugoslav	   Republic	   of	   Macedonia	   (FYROM),	   and	   of	   Montenegro	   and	   Serbia;	   and	   the	   different	  
history	   and	   issues	   of	   the	   protectorates	   of	   Bosnia	   (Juncos	   2005)95	  and	   the	   war	   of	   Kosovo	   (Ker-­‐
Lindsay	  &	  Spyros	  Economides	  2012)96;	  each	  Balkan	  country	  presenting	  different	  status,	  standards	  
and	  a	  peculiar	  history.	  	  
Choosing	   the	   Balkans	  may	   also	   provide	   some	   productive	   historiographical	   insights	   on	   the	   road	  
walked	  by	  a	  region,	  historically	  under	  the	  influence	  of	  another	  Empire	  (the	  Soviet	  Union),	  towards	  
the	  EU	  Empire	  influential	  sphere.	  A	  region	  where,	  in	  contrast	  with	  what	  happened	  with	  the	  CEEC	  
countries,	  the	  “return	  to	  Europe”	  narrative	  does	  not	  have	  strong	  ties	  with	  the	  past,	  the	  economic	  
benefits	   could	   be	   largely	   doubted	   from	   the	   EU	   Member	   States,	   and	   ultimately	   the	   overall	  
attractiveness	  of	  the	  EU	  has	  declined	  compared	  to	  the	  CEEC	  enlargment	  due	  to	  the	  EU	  crisis,	  and	  
its	   aftermath.	   In	   particular	   in	   the	   Balkan	   region	   the	   dissertation	  would	   like	   to	   focus	   on	   Kosovo	  
finding	  it	  one	  of	  the	  most	  stimulating	  case	  study	  due	  to	  its	  dramatic	  events	  and	  innovative	  policy	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making.	  Through	   the	  empirical	   analysis	  of	   the	   recent	  events	   in	  Kosovo	   some	  of	   these	  questions	  
would	  like	  to	  be	  assessed:	  What	  kind	  of	  policy	  is	  (and	  has)	  the	  EU	  is	  pursuing	  (and	  has	  pursued)	  in	  
Kosovo?	  Has	  the	  EU	  exported	  universal	  norms	  to	  Kosovo?	  And	  more	  generally,	  is	  the	  EU’s	  Kosovo	  
campaign	  a	  case	  where	  the	  Empire	  shows	  its	  dynamics,	  and	  its	  limits,	  and	  therefore	  itself?	  
To	  answer	  these	  questions	  all	  the	  relevant	  primary	  sources	  coming	  from	  the	  EU	  institutions	  should	  
be	  considered,	  along	  with	  the	  most	  important	  literature	  and	  other	  secondary	  sources.	  Elements	  of	  
the	   frameworks	   presented	   in	   the	   first	   part	   of	   the	  dissertation	   can	  be	   found	   in	   the	  different	   EU	  
policies	   engaged	   in	   Kosovo.	   The	   ENP	   (European	   Neighbourhood	   Policy)	   envisages,	   designs,	   and	  
moves	   in	  concentric	  circles	  around	  the	  union,	  consistently	  with	   the	  radial	  power	  exposed	   in	   the	  
imperial	  metaphor;	  the	  ESDP	  created	  the	  largest	  civilian	  mission	  of	  the	  EU,	  the	  EULEX	  in	  Kosovo,	  
which	  appears	   to	  be	  the	  most	   important	  normative	  mission	  to	  date,	  even	  though	  the	  mission	   is	  
highly	   criticized	   (Radin	   2014)97 ,	   and	   it	   could	   also	   be	   viewed	   from	   an	   imperial	   perspective	  
(exportation	   of	   universal	   norms);	   the	   CFSP,	   guided	   by	   the	   HR	   (High	   Representative),	   which	  
coordinates	   the	   enlargement	   through	   diplomatic	   (normative)	   instruments,	   as	   the	   successful	  
brokerage	  of	  an	  historic	  Belgrade-­‐Pristina	  treaty	  (Pond	  2013)98;	  and	  the	  Enlargement	  Policy	  that	  is	  
the	  executive	  branch	  of	  the	  enlargement;	  defining,	  quantifying,	  and	  benchmarking	  the	  EU	  norms	  
through	  out	  its	  broader	  context,	  and	  it	  also	  manages	  the	  accession	  process.	  
	  
Chapter	  IV:	  Kosovo	  
	  
Brief	  chronicles	  of	  Kosovo	  1999	  -­‐	  2014	  
	  
EU	  intervention	  in	  Kosovo	  dates	  back	  to	  the	  NATO	  campaign	  in	  Serbia	  in	  1999.	  Kosovo	  lived,	  in	  the	  
first	  months	  of	  1999,	  an	  escalation	  of	  violence	  and	  terrorist	  attacks	  conducted	  by	  the	  KLA	  (Kosovo	  
Liberation	   Army);	   the	   attacks	   intended	   to	   fight	   the	   harsh	   repressive	   policies	   of	   the	   Serbian	  
government.	   Describing	   Milosevic’s	   plan,	   especially	   in	   the	   case	   of	   Bosnia-­‐Herzegovina,	   some	  
observers	   have	   used	   a	  much	  more	   harsh	   term	   than	   repressive	   policies,	   valuing	   such	   actions	   as	  
silenced	  ethnic	  cleansing,	  sometimes	  extending	  the	  definition	  to	  Kosovo;	  anyhow	  it	   is	  not	   in	  the	  
intentions	  of	   the	  dissertation	   to	   enter	   the	  debate	  on	   the	   appropriate	  definitions	  of	   the	   Serbian	  
policy	  in	  the	  Balkans,	  and	  since	  ethnic	  cleansing	  does	  not	  have	  legal	  status	  in	  international	  law,	  it	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will	   be	   here	   used	   the	   less	   charged	   term	   “repressive	   policies”,	   though	   implying	  when	   using	   the	  
idiom	   that	   this	   definition	   may	   also	   include	   ethnic	   cleansing,	   or	   at	   least	   emphasising	   that	  
“repressive	  policies”	  in	  the	  case	  of	  Kosovo	  implies	  unique	  actions	  compared	  to	  the	  more	  common	  
and	  generic	  use	  of	  the	  term	  “repressive	  policies”	  as	  usually	  used	  in	  the	  media,	  in	  the	  academy,	  and	  
in	  other	  official	  sources.	  	  
The	  “Western	  world”	  decided,	  through	  NATO,	  to	  intervene	  in	  Kosovo	  after	  45	  bodies	  of	  Albanian	  
citizens	  were	   found	  dead	   in	   the	   village	  of	  Račak.	   The	  massacre	  was	  perpetrated	  by	   the	   Serbian	  
police	  as	  a	  form	  of	  retaliation	  against	  the	  KLA	  operations.	  After	  78	  days	  of	  NATO	  bombings	  on	  the	  
Serbian	   territory	   (23	  March	  1999-­‐	  10	   June	  1999),	   the	  Serbian	  government	  decided	   to	  capitulate	  
and	  to	  retreat	  all	  his	  security	  forces	  from	  Kosovo.	  During	  the	  first	  part	  of	  the	  international	  effort	  in	  
Kosovo	  the	  UN	  was	  marginalized,	  however	  as	  soon	  as	  the	  discussion	  towards	  Kosovo’s	  future	  the	  
United	  Nations	   regained	  centrality.	  The	  pivotal	   role	  played	  by	   the	  UN	  was	   legitimized	  when	   the	  
United	  Nations	   Security	  Council	   passed	  a	  Resolution	   known	  as	  Resolution	  1244,	   ratified	   in	   June	  
1999.	  The	  resolution	  established	  an	  international	  administration	  on	  Kosovo	  with	  mandate	  to	  guide	  
the	   transition	   towards	   a	   definitive	   decision	   on	   Kosovo’s	   status;	   the	   resolution	   nevertheless	  
strongly	  reaffirmed	  the	  sovereignty	  of	  Serbia	  on	  the	  Kosovarian	  territory,	  as	  legitimate	  successor	  
of	  the	  Federal	  Republic	  of	  Yugoslavia.	  These	  points	  are	  explicitly	  and	  clearly	  described	  in	  the	  first	  
paragraph	  of	  the	  resolution:	  “Reaffirming	  the	  commitment	  of	  all	  Member	  States	  to	  the	  sovereignty	  
and	  territorial	  integrity	  of	  the	  Federal	  Republic	  of	  Yugoslavia	  and	  the	  other	  States	  of	  the	  region,	  as	  
set	   out	   in	   the	  Helsinki	   Final	  Act	   and	  annex	  2”	   (UNSC	  1244/99)99.	  Another	   central	   passage	   to	  be	  
found	  in	  the	  UNSC	  1244/99,	  that	  still	  largely	  shapes	  and	  defines	  the	  geopolitical	  debate	  on	  Kosovo	  
can	   be	   found	   in	   the	   same	   paragraph,	  where	   it	   is	  written:	   “…welcomes	   the	  work	   in	   hand	   in	   the	  
European	  Union	   and	   other	   international	   organizations	   to	   develop	   a	   comprehensive	   approach	   to	  
the	  economic	  development	  and	  stabilization	  of	  the	  region	  affected	  by	  the	  Kosovo	  crisis,	   including	  
the	   implementation	   of	   a	   Stability	   Pact	   for	   South	   Eastern	   Europe	   with	   broad	   international	  
participation	   in	   order	   to	   further	   the	  promotion	  of	   democracy,	   economic	   prosperity,	   stability	   and	  
regional	  cooperation”	  (UNSC	  1244/99)100.	  It	  is	  useful	  to	  keep	  in	  mind,	  for	  the	  subsequent	  analysis	  
that	  shall	  revolve	  around	  the	  resolution,	  that	  the	  UNSC	  1244/99	  legitimizes	  the	  EU	  as	  an	  important	  
actor	   in	   the	   Balkans,	   (“the	   region	   affected	   by	   the	   Kosovo	   crisis”),	   or	   at	   least	   in	   Serbia	   using	   a	  
stricter	   interpretation,	   it	   is	   hard	   to	   sustain	   that	   the	   sentence	   implies	   simply	   Kosovo.	   More	  
importantly	   the	   resolution	   envisages	   autonomy	   and	   self-­‐governance	   for	   Kosovo,	   not	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
99	  UNSC	  Resolution	  1244	  (10	  June	  1999),	  S/RES/1244	  
100	  UNSC	  Resolution.	  Ibid.	  1999	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independence,	   as	   once	   again	   clearly	   affirmed	   through	   out	   the	   resolution	   and	   its	   annexes:	  
“Reaffirming	   the	   call	   in	   previous	   resolutions	   for	   substantial	   autonomy	   and	   meaningful	   self-­‐
administration	  for	  Kosovo”  (UNSC	  1244/99)101. 
Another	  passage	  of	  the	  UNSC	  1244	  envisages	  the	  United	  Nations	  Interim	  Administration	  Mission	  
in	   Kosovo	   (UNMIK:	   “Decides	   on	   the	   deployment	   in	   Kosovo,	   under	   United	   Nations	   auspices,	   of	  
international	  civil	  and	  security	  presences,	  with	  appropriate	  equipment	  and	  personnel	  as	  required,	  
and	   welcomes	   the	   agreement	   of	   the	   Federal	   Republic	   of	   Yugoslavia	   to	   such	   presences”	   (UNSC	  
1244/99)102.	  UNMIK	  established	  its	  headquarters	  in	  Pristina	  and	  was	  based	  on	  three	  pillars:	  police	  
justice,	   and	   civil	   administration	   led	   by	   the	   UN,	   reconstruction,	   economic	   recovery,	  
democratization	  and	  institution	  building	  led	  by	  the	  EU	  with	  the	  latter	  guided	  by	  the	  Organization	  
for	   Security	   and	   Co-­‐operation	   in	   Europe,	   an	   EU	   agency.	   The	   time	   period	   of	   the	   UNMIK	  
administration	  was	   characterized	  by	  different	   episodes	  of	   violence,	   the	   first	  major	   registered	   in	  
2001;	   fights	   erupted	   between	   the	   Serbians	   and	   the	   Albianians	   in	   the	   Preševo	   valley,	   a	   valley	  
located	   in	   southern	   Serbia	   nevertheless	   with	   a	   large	   presence	   of	   Albanians,	   leading	   the	   UN	   to	  
propose	  a	  solution	  that	  would	  take	  care	  of	  the	  rising	  demand	  for	  a	  definitive	  decision	  on	  Kosovo’s	  
status	  (Ker-­‐	  Lindsay	  2009)103.	  The	  drafted	  solution,	  which	  time	  would	  prove	  to	  be	  short-­‐sighted,	  re-­‐
affirmed	   the	   principle	   of	   self-­‐governance,	   already	   present	   in	   UNSC	   1244,	   but	   also	   designed	   a	  
strategy	  on	  broader	  terms,	  that	  has	  been	  synthesized	  as	  “standards	  before	  status”,	  a	  policy	  that	  
envisaged	  that	  before	  Kosovo	  could	  reach	  independence	  (status)	  it	  should	  had	  to	  reach	  different	  
standards	  in	  different	  fields.	  These	  standards	  dealt	  with	  democracy,	  rule	  of	  law,	  market	  economy,	  
returns	  of	  refugees,	  minority	  rights,	  property	  rights,	  a	  normalized	  dialogue	  with	  Belgrade,	  and	  the	  
conversion	  of	  the	  Kosovo	  Protection	  Corps	  (KPC)104.	  It	  would	  be	  this	  latter	  part	  of	  the	  plan	  drafted	  
by	   the	   UN	   to	   prove	   short	   sighted,	   resulting	   only	   in	   increasing	   the	   frustration	   of	   the	   people	   of	  
Kosovo.	  In	  2002	  along	  with	  the	  other	  former	  countries	  of	  Yugoslavia,	  Kosovo	  became	  part	  of	  the	  
Thessaloniki	   Agenda	   shaped	   by	   the	   EU;	   in	   the	   Thessaloniki	   Agenda	   an	   SAA	   (Stabilization	   and	  
Association	  Agreement)	  was	   encouraged	   and	   envisioned	   for	   all	  Western	  Balkans	   (Ker-­‐Lindsay	  &	  
Economides	  2012)105.	  
Aside	   from	   the	   proclaimed	   goals,	   as	   briefly	   described	   in	   the	   previous	   paragraph,	   the	   UNMIK	  
administration	  was	   generating	   growing	   frustration,	   for	   the	   lack	   of	   a	   real	   perspective	   of	   passing	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
101	  UNSC	  Resolution.	  Ibid.	  1999	  
102	  UNSC	  Resolution.	  Ibid.	  1999	  
103	  Ker-­‐Lindsay,	  James.	  Kosovo:	  the	  path	  to	  contested	  statehood	  in	  the	  Balkans.	  Vol.	  11.	  IB	  Tauris,	  2009.	  
104	  Find	  documents	  on	  UNMIK	  
105	  Ker-­‐Lindsay,	  James	  and	  Economides,	  Spyros.	  Op.	  cit.	  2012	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from	   the	   “standards”	   procedure	   to	   the	   “status”	   procedure,	   producing	   resentment	   in	   Kosovo’s	  
population	   for	   the	   length	  of	   the	  whole	  process.	  The	  growing	   frustrations	   towards	   the	   indefinite	  
status	  of	  Kosovo	  lead	  to	  other	  major	  riots	  in	  2004.	  Contemporarily	  on	  the	  same	  day:	  3	  Albanians	  
boys	  were	  found	  in	  the	  Ibar	  river,	  with	  the	  media	  nurturing	  the	  false	  hypothesis	  that	  Serb’s	  dogs	  
had	  chased	  the	  boys,	  and	  major	  demonstrations	  were	  taking	  place	  against	  the	  prosecution,	  of	  the	  
international	  mandate,	  against	  KLA	  leaders	  for	  war	  crimes.	  The	  situation	  became	  explosive	  as	  the	  
demonstrators	  accepted	   the	  unproven	  news,	  and	  riots	  erupted	   in	   the	  whole	   territory	  of	  Kosovo	  
with	  19	  dead,	  11	  Albanians	  and	  8	  Serbs,	  more	  than	  1000	  injured,	  500	  homes	  burned,	  along	  with	  
27	  monasteries	  and	   churches,	   and	  4100	  people	  were	  displaced	   (Ker-­‐	   Lindsay	  2009)106.	   The	   riots	  
created	   an	  urgency	   in	   re-­‐opening	   the	  debate	  on	   the	   status	   of	   Kosovo;	   showing	   the	   failure,	   and	  
short	   sightedness	   of	   the	   UNMIK	   in	   state	   building,	   in	   creating	   a	   feasible	   path	   towards	   status	  
definition,	  and	  overall	  in	  encouraging	  the	  doubts	  of	  Kosovo	  on	  UNMIK’s	  authority	  and	  legitimacy,	  
with	   the	  UNMIK	  now	  being	  perceived	  as	   a	   colonial	   force	   just	   as	   the	   Serbian	  government	   in	   the	  
past	  (Ker-­‐Lindsay	  &	  Economides	  2012)107.	  In	  March	  2005,	  after	  more	  than	  six	  years	  of	  international	  
administration,	   largely	   due	   to	   the	   pressure	   of	   US,	   Russia,	   Germany,	   France,	   and	   Italy,	   which	  
composed	   a	   coalition	   known	   as	   the	   “Contact	   Group”	   that	   recognized	   the	   shortcomings	   of	  
UNMIK’s,	   the	   discussion	   on	   Kosovo	  was	   back	   on	   the	   international	   agenda.	   In	   the	   same	  months	  
(October	  2005)	  the	  Special	  Envoy	  for	  the	  UN,	  Eide,	  redacted	   its	  final	  report	  to	  UN	  secretary	  Kofi	  
Annan	  where	  he	  auspicated	  that	  as	  the	  UN	  influence	  was	  diminishing,	  regional	  actors	  such	  as	  the	  
EU	  should	  become	  more	  active,	  and	  drafted	  a	  clear	  road	  map	  for	   the	  future	   integration	  of	  both	  
Kosovo	  and	  Serbia	  in	  the	  EU	  and	  other	  Atlantic	  organizations	  (Ker-­‐Lindsay	  2009)108.	  	  
	  
As	  a	  result	  of	  these	  various	  pressures	  on	  the	  United	  Nations,	  Marti	  Ahtisaari,	  former	  Finnish	  Prime	  
Minister,	  was	  nominated	  Special	  Envoy	  of	  the	  Secretary	  General	  of	  the	  United	  Nations.	  Athisaari	  
had	  the	  mandate	  to	  draft	  a	  proposal	  on	  Kosovo’s	  future	  through	  the	  brokerage	  of	  Serbia-­‐	  Kosovo	  
negotiations	  that	  went	  on	  for	  14	  months.	  Ahtisaari	  was	  supported	  in	  his	  task	  by	  a	  UN,	  an	  EU,	  and	  a	  
US	   deputy	   (UNOSEK	   2007) 109 .	   During	   the	   last	   part	   of	   the	   negotiations,	   as	   an	   answer	   to	  
Montenegro’s	   independence	   earlier	   in	   2006,	   a	   new	   Serbian	   constitution	  was	   voted.	   In	   the	   new	  
constitution	  Kosovo	  was	  specifically	  referred	  to	  as	  an	  integral	  part	  of	  the	  Republic	  of	  Serbia.	  Once	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
106	  Ker-­‐Lindsay,	  James.	  Op.cit.	  2009	  
107	  Ker-­‐Lindsay,	  James,	  and	  Spyros	  Economides.	  Op.cit.	  2012	  
108	  Ker-­‐	  Lindsay,	  James.	  Op.cit.	  2009	  
109	  UNOSEK.	  Special	  envoy	  for	  Kosovo.	  http://www.unosek.org/unosek/en/speenvoy.html	  ,	  2007	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the	   negotiations	  where	   considered	   to	   have	   arrived	   to	   a	   dead	   end,	   Ahtisaari	   drafted	   a	   proposal	  
based	  on	  the	  failed	  negotiations.	  In	  what	  has	  become	  known	  as	  the	  Ahtisaari	  proposal,	  Kosovo’s	  
independence	  was	  suggested	  under	  a	  temporary	  (again)	   international	  supervision,	  this	  time	  lead	  
by	   the	   EU	   to	   overcome	   UNMIK’s	   legitimacy	   problem.	   In	   the	   first	   paragraph	   Athisaari	  
recommended	   independence	   for	   Kosovo,	   and	   clearly	   stated	   the	   role	   of	   the	   international	  
community:	   “Recommendation:	   Kosovo’s	   status	   should	   be	   independence,	   supervised	   by	   the	  
international	  community.”	  This	  concept	   is	  elaborated	   in	   the	  subsequent	  paragraph	  were	  we	  can	  
read:	  “The	  time	  has	  come	  to	  resolve	  Kosovo’s	  status.	  Upon	  careful	  consideration	  of	  Kosovo’s	  recent	  
history,	   the	  realities	  of	  Kosovo	  today	  and	  taking	   into	  account	  the	  negotiations	  with	  the	  parties,	   I	  
have	   come	   to	   the	   conclusion	   that	   the	   only	   viable	   option	   for	   Kosovo	   is	   independence,	   to	   be	  
supervised	   for	   an	   initial	   period	   by	   the	   international	   community.”	   (UNSC	   S/2007/168)110.	   The	  
project	  drafted	  by	  Athisaari	  included	  the	  ICO/EUSR,	  and	  the	  EULEX	  mission	  deployed	  by	  the	  ESDP	  
(European	  Security	  and	  Defence	  Policy);	  these	  projects	  will	  be	  developed	  by	  the	  EU	  after	  Kosovo’s	  
independence	  outside	  the	  UN	  framework.	  Another	  central	  point	  of	  the	  Ahtisaari	  proposal	  sought	  
new	  municipalities	  would	   be	   formed	   to	   settle	   the	   Serbian	   community.	   Serbia	   and	   Russia	   firmly	  
opposed	  the	  proposal	  in	  his	  totality,	  with	  Russia	  being	  part	  of	  the	  Security	  Council	  signifying	  that	  it	  
would	   block	   whatever	   resolution	   would	   be	   coming	   out	   of	   the	   Security	   Council	   other	   than	   the	  
UNSC	   1244.	   An	   important	   element	   that	  made	   Russia	   even	  more	   isolated	   in	   its	   position	   on	   the	  
Athisaari	   proposal	  was	   the	  meeting	  of	   the	  other	  5	  members	  of	   the	   “Contact	  Group”	   in	  Paris	   to	  
discuss	  the	  proposal.	  The	  absence	  made	  Russia	  furious.	  Once	  it	  was	  clear	  that	  no	  new	  resolution	  
would	  have	  come	  out	  of	  the	  Security	  Council,	  the	  Athisaari	  proposal	  was	  pursued	  without	  any	  UN	  
rightfulness,	  outside	  the	  United	  Nations	  framework.	  At	  the	  yearly	  G8	  summit,	  in	  the	  aftermath	  of	  
Russia’s	  refusal	  of	  the	  Athisaari	  proposal,	  the	  new	  French	  president	  Nicholas	  Sarkozy,	  proposed	  to	  
continue	   the	   negotiations	   for	   another	   3	  months,	  with	   a	   selected	   troika,	  US-­‐EU-­‐Russia,	   to	   try	   to	  
arrive	  to	  a	  common	  solution,	  Russia	  agreed	  to	  the	  French	  request.	  
	  
The	  troika	  formalized	  a	  geopolitical	  situation,	  which	  has	  been	  described	  as	  “a	  miniature	  Cold	  War	  
with	  the	  addition	  of	  the	  EU	  as	  a	  legitimized	  actor”	  (Bialasiewickz	  et	  al.	  2009)111.	  Anyhow	  also	  the	  
Troika’s	  brokerage	  failed,	  ending	  without	  an	  agreement	  in	  August	  2007.	  The	  low	  probability	  of	  an	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  UNSC	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  2007	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  the	  Secretary-­‐General	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agreement	  after	   the	  previous	   failure	  of	   the	  Athisaari’s	  negotiations	  was	  acknowledged	  by	  many	  
officials	   that	   nevertheless	   favoured	   the	   Troika	   talks	   because	   of	   the	   importance	   the	   additional	  
three	  months	  of	  talks	  could	  play	  in	  the	  emergence	  of	  a	  common	  position	  of	  the	  EU	  on	  Kosovo;	  a	  
common	   position	   that	   proved	   to	   be	   lacking	   even	   after	   these	   extra	   three	  months	   (Ker-­‐	   Lindsay	  
2009)112.	   The	   EU	   through	  out	   the	  mandate	  of	  Athisaari,	   during	   the	   Troika	   talks,	   and	   afterwards	  
during	  the	  unilateral	  Kosovo	  declaration	  of	  independence,	  up	  to	  today,	  had	  a	  fragmented	  vision	  on	  
Kosovo’s	  status.	  Synthesizing	  the	  various	  position	  of	  the	  Member	  States,	  which	  have	  remained	  the	  
same	   over	   the	   years:	   Greece,	   Cyprus,	   Spain,	   Romania,	   Slovakia	   are	   contrary	   to	   Kosovo’s	  
independence	  for	  the	  fear	  of	  creating	  an	  international	  law	  precedent	  (just	  like	  Russia).	  The	  other	  
MS	  have	  been	  in	  favour	  of	  Kosovo’s	  independence	  even	  through	  a	  unilateral	  procedure,	  with	  the	  
only	  major	   shift	   registered	   in	   the	   German	   position,	   which	   agreed	   only	   in	   a	   second	  moment	   to	  
operate	  outside	  the	  UN	  framework.	  As	  argued	  by	  Tzifakis	  (2013)113,	  the	  most	  important	  weakness	  
of	  EU’s	  Foreign	  Policy	  on	  Kosovo,	  has	  been	  the	  deficiency	  of	  cohesion	   in	   regards	   to	   the	  Troika’s	  
attempt	  of	  brokerage.	   It	  was	  during	   this	  period	   that	   the	   lack	  of	  unity	  of	   the	  EU	  Member	  States	  
greatly	  harmed	  the	  Union’s	  external	  action.	  Here	  the	  EU	  failed	  to	  propose	  a	  diverse	  approach	  to	  
the	  ones	  being	  advocated	  by	  US	  and	  Russia.	  In	  fact	  the	  EU	  started	  to	  face,	  after	  the	  failure	  of	  the	  
Athisaari	   proposal,	   an	  ultimatum	   from	   the	  US,	   since	  Washington	  decided	   that	   it	  would	  proceed	  
forward	   towards	  an	  unilateral	  declaration	  of	   independence	  of	  Kosovo	  also	  without	   the	  EU	   (Ker-­‐
Lindsay	  2009)114.	  The	  shift	  in	  the	  position	  of	  Germany	  finally	  made	  proposal	  of	  the	  United	  States	  of	  
a	  unilateral	  declaration	  of	  independence	  accepted.	  
	  
On	  December	  19	  2007,	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Troika	  talks	  the	  UNSC	  met	  in	  a	  closed	  session	  chaired	  by	  
the	  Italian	  Foreign	  Minister,	  Massimo	  D’Alema,	  this	  unusual	  chairman	  along	  with	  the	  presence	  of	  
the	   President	   of	   Kosovo	   Sejdiu	   showed	   the	   importance	   and	   the	   extraordinarity	   of	   the	   session,	  
where	  anyways	  no	  agreement	  was	  found.	   In	  the	  aftermath	  of	  the	  Security	  Council	  with	  a	   joined	  
document,	   the	   EU	   and	   the	  US	   formalized	   their	   shift	   in	   the	   strategy	   on	   Kosovo,	   now	  pursuing	   a	  
unilateral	   policy	   on	   its	   status	   (Ker-­‐Lindsay	   2009)115.	   The	   unilateral	   independence	   declaration	   by	  
Pristina’s	  government,	  arrived	  in	  February	  2008,	  and	  was	  sent	  to	  the	  whole	  192	  members	  of	  the	  
United	   Nations.	   Point	   6	   of	   the	   “Declaration	   of	   Independence	   of	   Kosovo”	   clearly	   states	   the	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European	  future	  of	  Kosovo:	  ‘‘our	  future	  lies	  with	  the	  European	  family,	  facilitating	  full	  membership	  
in	   the	   European	   Union	   as	   soon	   as	   feasible’’	   (Assembly	   of	   Kosovo,	   2008)116 .	   Though,	   since	  
Resolution	   1244	   remained	   enforced	   even	   after	   Kosovo’s	   declaration	   of	   independence,	   the	  
European	   Union	   member	   states	   that	   have	   recognized	   Kosovo,	   in	   fact	   have	   breached	   the	   UN	  
resolution,	  which	  clearly	  envisaged	  no	  independence.	  In	  the	  aftermath	  of	  the	  declaration,	  the	  EU	  
has	  affirmed	  and	  claimed	  that	  Kosovo	  was	  an	  exceptional	  case,	  and	  assured	  that	  the	  EU	  continued	  
to	   adhere	   to	   the	   principles	   of	   the	   UN	   Charter,	   and	   guaranteed	   that	   the	   procedure	   used	   for	  
Kosovo’s	   independence	   would	   not	   create	   a	   standard	   for	   other	   conflicts	   (Bialasiewicks	   et	   al.	  
2009)117.	   Belgrade	   response	   to	   Kosovo’s	   independence	   was	   centred	   on	   a	   so-­‐called	   “Six-­‐point	  
plan”,	  which	  was	  accepted	  by	  the	  cabinet	  of	  the	  UN	  Secretary	  General,	  nurturing	  great	  confusion	  
on	   Kosovo’s	   real	   status:	   Belgrade’s	   objective	   with	   the	   “six-­‐point	   plan”	   was	   trying	   to	   delay	  
international	  recognition	  of	  Kosovo	  (Greiçevci	  2011)118.	  The	  six	  points	  regarded	  the	  issues	  covered	  
by	   the	   EULEX	   (Police,	   Justice,	   and	   Customs),	   transportation,	   the	   Serbian	   Patrimony,	   and	  
transportation.	  	  
	  
The	   arguments	   for	   Kosovo’s	   independence,	   leaving	   aside	   the	   repressive	   Serbian	   policies	   in	   the	  
region	  that	  generated	  the	  international	  crisis,	  revolved	  around	  the	  right	  of	  self-­‐determination	  due	  
to	   a	   presence	   of	   90%	   of	   Albanians	   in	   the	   region;	   and	   in	   representing,	   within	   a	   geopolitical	  
narrative,	   Kosovo’s	   independence	   as	   part	   of	   the	   fragmentation	   of	   former	   Yugoslavia	   just	   as	  
Croatia,	   Bosnia-­‐Herzegovina,	   Macedonia,	   and	   Montenegro.	   Anyhow	   the	   right	   of	   self-­‐
determination	  is	  applicable	  in	  international	  law	  only	  in	  cases	  of	  colonisation,	  and	  only	  in	  period	  of	  
de-­‐colonisation,	  this	  is	  why	  the	  procedure	  for	  Kosovo’s	  independence	  was	  viewed	  as	  peculiar,	  was	  
feared	   as	   a	   dangerous	   precedent	   for	   other	   famous	   separatist	   cases,	   and	   as	   “a	   violation	   of	   the	  
territorial	  integrity	  of	  states,	  as	  protected	  by	  international	  law”,	  as	  declared	  by	  Vladimir	  Putin	  (Ker-­‐
Linsday	  2009)119.	  The	  independence	  of	  Kosovo	  is	  deeply	  linked	  with	  the	  collaboration	  of	  Pristina’s	  
government	  with	  both	  the	  US	  and	  the	  EU.	  The	  same	  two	  actors	  that	  had	  strongly	  supported	  the	  
Athisaari	   plan,	   and	   that	   therefore	   deployed	   it	   even	   after	   the	   unilateral	   declaration	   of	  
independence.	  The	  EU	  mission,	  based	  on	  what	  was	  projected	  in	  the	  Athisaari	  proposal,	  gained	  full	  
operational	   capacity	   in	   2009,	   and	   has	   been	   renewed	   for	   two	   additional	   years	   in	   2014.	   In	   the	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aftermath	   of	   independence	   one	   of	   the	  most	   important	   steps	   for	   Kosovo’s	   future	   has	   been	   the	  
fundamental	   the	   successful	   brokerage	   in	   the	   negotiations	   with	   Serbia	   guided	   by	   the	   HR	   (High	  
Representative),	  Catherine	  Ashton,	  for	  a	  normalization	  of	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  two	  parts.	  
This	   historic	   treaty	   appears	   to	   be	  more	   important	   than	  what	   has	   been	   achieved	   by	   EULEX	   and	  
EUSR,	   or	   more	   important	   than	   the	   subsequent	   formalization	   of	   the	   enforcement	   of	   the	   SAA	  
(Stabilization	  and	  Association	  Act).	  The	  brokerage	  of	  the	  negotiations,	  which	  seemed	  improbable	  if	  
not	   impossible	   just	   few	   years	   earlier,	   has	   been	   possible	   for	   the	   major	   shift	   in	   Serbian	   politics	  
towards	   the	   EU.	   The	   change	   is	   exemplified	   with	   the	   second	   election	   of	   Boris	   Tadic	   as	   Prime	  
Minister	  in	  2008.	  In	  the	  2008	  elections,	  that	  resulted	  in	  the	  victory	  of	  the	  Democratic	  Party	  guided	  
by	  Boris	  Tadic	  against	  former	  Prime	  Minister	  Kostunica	  and	  his	  anti-­‐EU	  formation,	  the	  Democratic	  
Party	   of	   Serbia,	   Tadic	   began	   a	   whole	   new	   cooperation	   policy	   with	   the	   EU,	   that	   lead	   to	   a	   real	  
normalization	   of	   relations	   with	   Kosovo.	   Tadic	   modified	   Serbia’s	   behaviour	   to	   an	   open	   pro-­‐EU	  
attitude,	  and	  accomplished	  full	  collaboration	  with	  the	  ICJ	  (International	  Court	  of	  Justice)	  (Tannam	  
2013)120.	   In	  April	  2013	  after	   ten	  meetings	   through	  out	   six	  months,	  Serbia	  and	  Kosovo	  signed	  an	  
historic	  treaty,	  which	  appears	  as	  a	  landmark	  in	  their	  relations	  (COM	  5	  2013)121.	   In	  the	  treaty	  has	  
been	  established	   that	   both	   countries	   should	  not	   hinder	   respective	  participation	   in	   international	  
organizations,	   a	   fundamental	   element	   especially	   for	   Kosovo	   who	   is	   still	   going	   through	   the	  
association	   procedure	   in	   many	   international	   organizations,	   making	   disappear	   the	   fear	   that	   a	  
Serbian	  EU	  membership	  could	  block	  Kosovo’s	  membership;	   the	  treaty	  also	  stops	  the	  functioning	  
and	  the	  maintenance	  of	  the	  parallel-­‐state	  Serbian	  structures	  in	  Northern	  Kosovo,	  a	  huge	  obstacle	  
to	   Kosovo’s	   state-­‐building.	   Several	   elements	   played	   a	   role	   in	   the	   success	   of	   the	   treaty,	   as	   the	  
accession	  of	  Croatia	  in	  the	  EU,	  which	  pressured	  the	  other	  Balkan	  countries	  in	  not	  lagging	  behind	  in	  
the	  association	  and	  application	  process.	  The	  treaty	  has	  also	  been	  described	  as	  the	  first	  success	  of	  
the	  HR	  (High	  Representative)	  of	  the	  EU,	  and	  it	  can	  be	  argued	  that	  the	  lack	  of	  a	  common	  position	  of	  
EU	  Member	  States	  on	  the	  independence	  of	  Kosovo	  actually	  favoured	  the	  HR,	  and	  the	  success	  of	  
the	  brokerage	  since	  it	  helped	  the	  Serbian	  government	  legitimacy	  in	  the	  internal	  debate	  around	  the	  
negotiations.	   The	   full	   consensus	   of	   the	   EU	   on	   Kosovo’s	   status	   would	   have	   probably	   lead	   to	   a	  
greater	   or	   even	   fierce	   domestic	   opposition	   in	   Serbia	   against	   any	   government	   engaging	   in	  
negotiations	   with	   Kosovo,	   under	   European	   brokerage.	   The	   presence	   within	   the	   EU	   of	   different	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  Etain.	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  International	  Court	  of	  Justice's	  Judgment	  on	  Kosovo's	  Declaration	  of	  
Independence."	  Europe-­‐Asia	  Studies	  65.5	  :	  946-­‐964.	  2013	  
121	  European	  Commission,	  2013.	  Press	  Release:	  “Serbia	  and	  Kosovo:	  Historic	  agreement	  paves	  the	  way	  for	  decisive	  
progress	  in	  their	  EU	  perspectives”.	  Brussels,	  22	  April	  2013	  
s1410989	   39	  
views,	  of	  multiple	  narratives,	  and	  of	  polyphony	  of	  voices	  on	  single	  issues,	  seems	  to	  have	  proven	  to	  
be	   helpful	   in	   the	   brokerage	   of	   the	   Serbia-­‐	   Kosovo	   agreement.	   The	   lack	   of	   consensus	   helped	  
legitimize	  the	  HR	  as	  broker	  through	  the	  legitimation	  of	  the	  Serbian	  government	  in	  taking	  part	  to	  
the	  negotiations.	   It	  must	  be	  recognized,	  though,	  that	  the	  normalization	  of	  relations	  with	  Kosovo	  
could	  already	  be	  found	  in	  the	  Conflict	  Resolution	  in	  Pre-­‐Accession	  Period	  Serbia,	  and	  therefore	  the	  
importance	  of	  the	  EU	  brokerage	  relations	  needs	  to	  be	  downgraded	  (Trix	  2013)122.	  Currently,	  at	  the	  
end	  of	  2014,	  108	  (56%)	  UN	  Member	  States	  have	  recognised	  Kosovo,	  full	  recognition	  of	  Kosovo	  as	  
an	  independent	  state	  by	  the	  international	  community	  is,	  hence,	  still	  far	  away.	  
	  
EU	  mission	  in	  Kosovo	  
	  
Even	  with	  all	  the	  problems	  in	  finding	  a	  common	  ground	  on	  Kosovo,	  and	  the	  discussed	  differences	  
within	  the	  Union,	  the	  EU	  played	  an	  increasing	  role	   in	  the	  independence	  and	  the	  development	  in	  
the	   state	   building	   of	   Kosovo,	   this	   is	   due	   to	   different	   factors:	   the	   development	   of	   the	   EU	   as	   an	  
international	   actor	   through	   the	   development	   of	   the	   ESDP,	   and	   CFSP,	   with	   the	   subsequent	  
emancipation	  from	  the	  US	  on	  the	  international	  scenario,	  and	  the	  growing	  indifference	  of	  the	  US	  to	  
Kosovo,	   once	   9/11	   shifted	   its	   concerns	   on	   the	   middle	   east.	   The	   UNSC	   Resolution	   1244	   has	  
contributed	   in	   a	   significant	   way	   in	   creating	   space	   for	   Kosovo-­‐	   EU	   relations,	   and	   overall	   in	  
legitimizing	  Kosovo	  engagement	  in	  the	  international	  community,	  however,	  on	  the	  other	  hand	  has	  
also	  weakened	   the	   international	  mandate	   in	   Kosovo,	   forst	   for	   the	  UNMIK	   and	   subsequently	   for	  
EULEX,	  for	  its	  status-­‐neutral	  position,	  or	  for	  its	  supporting	  autonomy	  but	  not	  independence	  (Ker-­‐	  
Lindsay	  &	  Economides	  2012)123.	  
Before	   analysing	   specifically	   the	   parts	   of	   the	   overall	   effort	   of	   the	   EU	   in	   Kosovo,	   it	   must	  
preliminarily	  be	  assessed	   that	   the	  EU	   in	  Kosovo	  had	   to	   face	   the	  historic	  distrust	  of	   the	  Kosovar	  
population,	  based	  on	  the	  passivity	  of	  EU	  from	  1989	  to	  1997,	  during	  the	  repressive	  policies	  directed	  
by	  Milosevic,	   and	   the	   subsequent	   resistance	  of	   the	   European	  Member	   States	   to	   intervene	  with	  
military	   force,	   compared	   to	   the	  more	   dynamic	   and	   reactive	   answer	   of	   the	   US	   in	   1999	   (Tzifakis	  
2013)124.	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  Frances.	  "Serbia	  and	  Kosovo:	  A	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  Success	  Story?."	  Cole,	  Juan,	  Informed	  Comment,	  Thought	  on	  The	  
Middle	  East,	  History	  and	  Religion	  27	  (2013):	  2013.	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  Ker-­‐	  Lindsay,	  James,	  and	  Economides,	  Sypros.	  Op.	  cit.	  2012	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  Tzifakis,	  Nikolaos.	  "The	  European	  Union	  in	  Kosovo."	  Problems	  of	  Post-­‐Communism	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  2013	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EU	  used	  different	   policy	   instruments	   in	   Kosovo,	   briefly	   touched	  upon	   in	   the	   previous	   pages.	   As	  
said	   Kosovo	   was	   part	   of	   the	   SAP	   (Stabilization	   and	   Association	   Process)	   along	   with	   the	   other	  
Western	  Balkans	  states.	  The	  SAP	  was	  drafted	  by	  the	  EU	  Commission	  and	  ratified	  by	  the	  Council	  in	  
1999.	  The	  SAP	  was	  confirmed,	  and	  enforced	  in	  the	  Thessaloniki	  agenda	  for	  the	  Western	  Balkans	  of	  
2002.	  Kosovo	  was	  allowed	  to	  sign	  the	  SAA	  (Stabilization	  and	  Association	  Act)	  with	  the	  EU	  in	  2013,	  
even	   though	   not	   all	   the	  Member	   States	   recognize	   it	   as	   a	   country.	   To	   elude	   the	   possible	   legal	  
conundrum	  the	  EU	  cited	  art.	  218	  of	  TFEU	  where	  it	  is	  stated	  that	  the	  EU	  can	  conclude	  SAA’s	  (and	  
any	  other	  international	  agreement)	  with	  any	  entity	  that	  accepts	  the	  agreement	  governed	  by	  public	  
international	   law,	   and	   the	   entities	   referred	   to	   do	   not	   have	   to	   be	   independent	   states	   or	  
international	   organizations	   (COM	   2012/602)125.	   By	   doing	   so	   the	   EU	   did	   not	   have	   to	   provide	   a	  
common	   position	   on	   Kosovo’s	   status,	   but	   could	   still	   manage	   to	   develop	   a	   Stabilisation	   and	  
Association	  Act,	  as	  the	  base	  for	  its	  relationship	  with	  Kosovo.	  
After	   the	   declaration	   of	   independence,	  with	   the	   informal	   deployment	   of	   the	   Athisaari	   proposal	  
three	  different	  entities	  enforced	  the	  presence	  of	   the	  EU	   in	  Kosovo.	  The	   ICO/EUSR-­‐	   International	  
Civilian	  Office/	  European	  Union	  Special	  Representative	  as	  a	  political	  agency	  focusing	  on	  overseeing	  
the	   international	  mission	   in	  post-­‐independence	  Kosovo,	   the	  EUSR	  had	  mandate	   to	  provide	  EU’s	  
advice	   and	   support	   in	   the	   political	   process,	   and	   gave	   EU	   political	   coordination	   in	   Kosovo;	   the	  
famous	  EULEX	  operational	   in	  the	  field	  of	  Rule	  of	  Law;	  and	  a	  reform	  agency	  within	  the	  European	  
Commission	  to	  support	  Pristina	  in	  long-­‐term	  economic	  development,	  reforms	  and	  to	  realize	  its	  EU	  
perspective	   (Greiçevci	   2011)126.	   The	  mandates	  of	   these	  missions	   can	  be	   found	  directly	   in	  points	  
11,12,	  and	  14	  of	  the	  Athisaari	  Proposal:	  
“11.	   International	  Civilian	  Representative.	  The	   International	  Civilian	  Representative,	  who	  shall	  be	  
double-­‐hatted	   as	   the	   European	  Union	   Special	   Representative	   and	  who	   shall	   be	   appointed	   by	   an	  
International	  Steering	  Group,	   shall	  be	   the	  ultimate	   supervisory	  authority	  over	   implementation	  of	  
the	   Settlement.	   The	   International	   Civilian	   Representative	   shall	   have	   no	   direct	   role	   in	   the	  
administration	   of	   Kosovo,	   but	   shall	   have	   strong	   corrective	   powers	   to	   ensure	   successful	  
implementation	  of	  the	  Settlement.	  Among	  his/her	  powers	  is	  the	  ability	  to	  annul	  decisions	  or	  laws	  
adopted	   by	   Kosovo	   authorities	   and	   sanction	   and	   remove	   public	   officials	   whose	   actions	   he/she	  
determines	   to	   be	   inconsistent	   with	   the	   Settlement.	   The	   mandate	   of	   the	   International	   Civilian	  
Representative	   shall	   continue	  until	   the	   International	   Steering	  Group	  determines	   that	  Kosovo	  has	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implemented	  the	  terms	  of	  the	  Settlement.	  
12.	   European	   Security	   and	   Defence	   Policy	   Mission.	   The	   European	   Security	   and	   Defence	   Policy	  
Mission	  shall	  monitor,	  mentor	  and	  advise	  on	  all	  areas	  related	  to	  the	  rule	  of	  law	  in	  Kosovo.	  It	  shall	  
have	   the	   right	   to	   investigate	   and	   prosecute	   independently	   sensitive	   crimes,	   such	   as	   organized	  
crime,	  interethnic	  crime,	  financial	  crime,	  and	  war	  crimes.	  In	  addition,	  it	  shall	  have	  limited	  executive	  
authority	   to	   ensure	   Kosovo’s	   rule	   of	   law	   institutions	   are	   effective	   and	   functional,	   such	   as	   in	   the	  
areas	  of	  border	  control	  and	  crowd	  and	  riot	  control.	  
…	  
14.	  Organization	   for	  Security	  and	  Cooperation	   in	  Europe	  mission	   in	  Kosovo.	  The	  Organization	   for	  
Security	   and	   Cooperation	   in	   Europe,	  with	   an	   extensive	   field	   presence	   in	   Kosovo,	   is	   requested	   to	  
assist	   in	   the	   monitoring	   necessary	   for	   a	   successful	   implementation	   of	   the	   Settlement.”	   (UNSC	  
S/2007/168)127.	  
	  
The	   most	   important	   and	   debated	   of	   all	   entities	   is	   the	   EULEX,	   that	   should	   have:	   “assisted	   the	  
institutions,	  the	  judicial	  authorities	  and	  law	  enforcement	  agencies	  on	  development,	  accountability,	  
and	   strengthening	   a	   multi-­‐ethnic	   justice	   system	   and	   multi-­‐ethnic	   police	   and	   customs	   service,	  
ensuring	   freedom	   from	   political	   interference	   and	   adherence	   to	   internationally	   recognized	  
standards	   and	   European	   best	   practices”	   (Council	   of	   the	   EU	  2008)128.	   The	   EULEX	   substituted	   the	  
UNMIK,	   receiving	   all	   the	   relevant	   assets	   from	   the	   latter,	   along	   with	   a	   status	   neutral	   mandate	  
which	  hindered	   its	   power,	   diminishing	   EU’s	  magnitude	  and	   legitimacy	   as	   an	   international	   actor,	  
and	   favouring	   Russia’s	   and	   Serbia’s	   firm	   opposition	   (Greiçevci	   2011) 129 .	   The	   EULEX	   gained	  
complete	   operational	   capability	   on	   April	   6	   2009.	   The	   ambiguity	   within	   the	   ICO/EUSR	   as	   being	  
double	   hatted	   in	   the	   UN	   and	   the	   EU,	   caused	   several	   difficulties	   until	   the	   EU	   stated	   that	   the	  
strategy	   was	   never	   an	   EU	   strategy,	   but	   rather	   a	   UN	   strategy;	   such	   a	   consideration	   de	   facto	  
delegitimized	   Peter	   Faith,	   the	   EU	   special	   representative,	   creating	   a	   clear	   separation	   between	  
EULEX	   and	   EUSR	   (EUOBSERVER.COM	   2010) 130 .	   Also	   the	   substitution	   of	   Peter	   Faith	   created	  
problems	   within	   the	   EU.	   Having	   delegitimized	   the	   mission,	   the	   EU	   did	   not	   re-­‐create	   a	   clear	  
mandate	  for	  the	  EUSR,	  as	  can	  be	  seen	  with	  the	  continuous	  renovation	  of	  the	  mandate	  of	  Gentilini	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  Council	  of	  the	  European	  Union,	  Council	  Joint	  Action	  2008/124/CFSP,	  of	  4	  February	  2008	  on	  the	  European	  Union	  
Rule	  of	  Law	  Mission	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  EULEX	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  ,	  
2008a	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  Greiçevci,	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  Op.	  cit.	  2011	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  Pantelic,	  Zeijko.	  “EU	  Keen	  to	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  ‘Hearts	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  of	  Kosovo	  Serbs,”	  euobserver.com	  (March	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(Faith’s	   formal	   successor)	   every	   three	   months,	   non	   permitting	   him	   to	   take	   true	   control	   of	   its	  
mandate,	   or	   an	   active	   role	   for	   Kosovo,	   sending	   this	   way	   Pristina	   the	   wrong	   message	   on	   EU’s	  
prescribed	  reforms.	  It	  must	  be	  considered	  that	  apart	  from	  EU’s	  Member	  States,	  the	  EULEX	  mission	  
included	   Canada,	   Croatia	   (Non-­‐EU	   at	   the	   time),	   Norway,	   Switzerland,	   Turkey,	   and	   the	   US.	   The	  
idiosyncrasy	  between	  Resolution	  1244	  and	  the	  Ahtisaari’s	  proposal	  was	  acknowledged	  by	  the	  EU,	  
and	  was	  actually	  used	   to	  deploy	  EULEX,	  which	  was	  drafted	   in	   the	  Ahtisaari’s	  proposal.	  However	  
EU’s	  mission	  was	  legitimized	  in	  the	  official	  documents	  by	  Resolution	  1244,	  as	  has	  been	  expressed	  
several	   times	   by	   the	   High	   Representative	   of	   the	   Common	   Foreign	   and	   Security	   Policy,	   Javier	  
Solana,	  backed	  by	  the	  Council	  (Council	  of	  the	  EU	  2008b)131;	  since	  the	  Athisaari’s	  proposal	  has	  no	  
legal	  or	  official	  authority,	  	  
	  
Scholars,	  analysts,	  and	  officials	  have,	  and	  still	  are	  debating	  on	  the	  mandate	  of	  EULEX,	  some	  values	  
it	  as	  to	  have	  its	  roots	  in	  the	  Ahtisaari	  proposal’s	  (Shepherd	  2009)132;	  official	  statements	  and	  other	  
analysis	   suggest	   that	   it	   is	   an	  UNMIK	   reconfiguration,	  and	   therefore	  EULEX	  would	  operate	  under	  
the	  neutrality	  of	  Resolution	  1244.	  The	  debate	  opened	  another	  breach	  in	  EU’s	  foreign	  policy,	  EU’s	  
autonomy	  and	  identity	  as	  an	  international	  actor,	  and	  therefore	  weakening	  EULEX	  mandate,	  once	  
more	  (Greiçevci	  2011)133.	   It	  must	  be	  recognized	  that	  declaring	  that	  EULEX	  and	  EU	  worked	  under	  
Resolution	  1244	  it	   is	  a	  deceptive	  use	  of	  the	  Resolution,	  since	  EULEX	  was	  clearly	  envisaged	  in	  the	  
Athisaari	   proposal,	   as	   reported	   above,	   which	   had	   never	   gained	   the	   consensus	   of	   the	   UNSC;	  
declaring	   to	   be	  working	   under	   Resolution	   1244	   is	   the	   only	  way	   to	   try	   to	   present	   EULEX	   as	   the	  
natural	  successor	  of	  the	  UNMIK.	  Asserting	  that	  EULEX	  would	  operate	  under	  the	  full	  observance	  of	  
UNSC	   Resolution	   1244	   remained	   the	   only	   practical	   way	   to	   legitimize	   the	   operation.	   Anyhow	   it	  
must	  be	  assessed	  that	  EULEX	  a	  mission	  that	  tries	  to	  extend	  rule	  of	  law	  in	  a	  given	  country	  could	  not	  
exist	  under	  a	  resolution	  (as	  Resolution	  1244)	  that	  clearly	  states	  the	  autonomy	  of	  a	  territory,	  and	  
not	   the	   independence	   of	   a	   country.	   In	   this	   deceptive	   use	   of	   Resolution	   1244,	   used	   to	   present	  
EULEX	  as	  the	  natural	  descendant	  of	  UNMIK,	  and	  in	  the	  formal	  violation	  of	  the	  UN	  Security	  Council,	  
it	  could	  be	  argued	  that	  the	  EU	  breached	  its	  traditional	  normative	  means,	  which	  have	  been	  usually	  
utilized.	   When	   as	   normative	   means	   we	   include	   multilateralism	   represented	   by	   the	   UN	   and	   its	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framework,	  even	  though	  the	  objectives	  of	  the	  EULEX	  are	  in	  line	  with	  those	  of	  the	  UNMIK,	  which	  
could	   be	   described	   as	   normative,	   this	   does	   not	   mean	   that	   the	   EU	   mission	   was	   deployed	  
multilaterally.	  Multilateralism	  as	  reported	  in	  the	  previous	  chapter	   is	  one	  of	  the	  central	  means	  of	  
normative	  power	  (Tocci	  2008)134.	  The	  ambiguity	  of	  the	  EU	  towards	  the	  two	  documents	  that	  clearly	  
clash	  on	  Kosovo’s	  status	  can	  be	  found	  also	  in	  the	  more	  recent	  resolutions	  and	  communications,	  as	  
in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  European	  Parliament	  on	  the	  European	  Integration	  project	  for	  Kosovo,	  where	  it	  is	  
stated	   in	   the	   same	   introduction	   section	   “...	   having	   regards	   to	   United	   Nations	   Security	   Council	  
Resolution	   1244(1999)”,	   and	   “having	   regard	   to	   the	   UN	   Special	   Envoy’s	   final	   report	   on	   Kosovo’s	  
future	  status	  and	  the	  Comprehensive	  Status	  Proposal	  for	  the	  Kosovo	  Status	  Settlement	  of	  26	  March	  
2007,	  and	  in	  particular	  its	  provisions	  on	  Human	  Rights	  and	  Fundamental	  freedoms	  of	  Communities	  
and	  their	  Members,	  Religious	  and	  Cultural	  Heritage,	  and	  decentralisation”	  (EP	  2012)135.	  
	  
Just	   as	   the	  deployment	  of	   Eulex	   resulted	   controversial	   so	  has	   its	   enforcement.	   EULEX	  has	  been	  
criticized	   from	   the	   European	  media	   (Guardian	   2011)136,	   from	   scholars	   (Radin	   2014)137,	   and	   also	  
from	  within	  the	  EU,	  like	  in	  the	  case	  European	  Court	  of	  Auditors	  (ECA	  2012)138.	  The	  latter	  in	  its	  2012	  
report	   criticized	   EULEX	   for	   the	   slow	   improvement	   of	   the	   rule	   of	   law	   especially	   in	   the	   north	   of	  
Kosovo	  where	  organized	  crime	  and	  corruption	  are	  stronger	  than	  ever139.	  Think	  tanks	  focusing	  on	  
the	  Balkans	  have	  stressed	  how	  the	  EULEX	  seemed	  more	  interested	  in	  EU	  accession	  and	  stability,	  
than	  to	  really	  persecute	  corruption	  (Balkan	  Policy	  Institute	  2011)140.	  EULEX	  faced,	  and	  faces,	  also	  
domestic	  opposition	  due	  to	  its	  apparent	  neutrality	  on	  Kosovo’s	  independence,	  which	  alienated	  the	  
sympathy	  of	   the	  population;	  and	   for	  persecuting	  some	   important	   former	  war-­‐heroes	  of	   the	  war	  
with	   Serbia,	   as	   in	   the	   case	   of	   Fatmir	   Limaj,	   KLA	   leader	   (Kosovo	   Liberation	   Army),	   and	   former	  
minister.	   Another	   investigation	   involved	  directly	   Prime	  Minister	  Hashim	  Thaci,	   accused	  of	   being	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involved	  in	  an	  organ-­‐smuggling	  ring	  during	  wartime.	  The	  accusations	  were	  refused	  in	  total	  and	  the	  
prosecutor	  was	  accused	  of	  a	  pro-­‐Serbia	  bias	  (Radin	  2014)141.	  
On	   more	   institutional	   grounds	   Radin	   (2014)142,	   and	   other	   academics,	   have	   pointed	   out	   the	  
mission’s	   impotence,	   for	   its	   unclear	   mandate,	   that	   lead	   to	   the	   absence	   of	   conditionality	   and	  
capacity	   building.	   Moreover	   in	   the	   media,	   EULEX	   has	   been	   defined	   “a	   shining	   symbol	   of	  
incompetence”	   (Guardian	   2011) 143 ,	   stressing	   the	   incompetence	   of	   EULEX	   in	   applying	   and	  
implementing	   Rule	   of	   Law,	   and	   catching	   the	   “big	   fishes”	   promised	   when	   the	   mission	   was	  
deployed.	  All	  the	  criticisms	  on	  EULEX	  seem	  to	  have	  a	  common	  ground	  arguing	  that	  the	  weakness	  
of	  the	  mission	  depends	  largely	  on	  the	  absence	  of	  consensus	  on	  Kosovo’s	  independence	  by	  the	  EU	  
Member	  States,	  and	  therefore	  for	  the	  incapacity	  of	  EU’s	  Foreign	  Policy.	  	  
	  
Considerations	  on	  EU’s	  actions	  on	  Kosovo	  
	  
Building	   on	   the	   brief	   chronicles	   of	   Kosovo	   presented	  what	   could	  we	   state	   on	   the	   EU?	   To	  what	  
extent	  has	  the	  union	  compelled	  to	  its	  stated	  principles	  or	  to	  the	  other	  cited	  academic	  theories?	  
It	  is	  important	  for	  a	  matter	  of	  temporal	  reliability	  to	  divide	  the	  analysis	  in	  two	  parts:	  the	  EU	  before	  
the	  deployment	  of	  its	  mission	  and	  the	  EU	  during	  the	  deployment	  of	  its	  mission;	  otherwise	  stated,	  
the	   role	  and	   the	  actions	  of	   the	  EU	  during	   the	  Kosovo	  war	  and	   the	   subsequent	  UNMIK	  mandate	  
have	  to	  be	  separated	  from	  the	  role	  and	  the	  actions	  of	  the	  EU	  during	  the	  deployment	  of	  the	  EULEX,	  
to	  assure	  the	  reliability	  of	  the	  analysis.	  The	  first	  part	  of	  EU’s	  effort	  in	  Kosovo,	  goes	  from	  1999	  to	  
2009,	   during	   this	   timeframe	   the	  most	   significant	   and	   dramatic	  moment	   is	   the	   independence	   of	  
Kosovo	  in	  early	  2008.	  The	  EU	  after	  the	  failure	  of	  the	  UNSC	  chaired	  by	  Massimo	  D’Alema	  signed	  a	  
joined	  document	  with	  the	  US	  supporting	  the	  unilateral	  independence	  of	  Kosovo.	  As	  anticipated	  in	  
chapter	  3	  the	  analysis	  of	  the	  dissertation	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  previous	  literature	  (Tocci	  2008)144.	  
The	   EU	   acting	   outside	   the	   UN	   framework,	   and	   pushing	   unilaterally	   Kosovo	   to	   declare	  
independence	  has	  not	  acted	  in	  a	  normative	  way.	  This	  means	  that	  his	  internal	  political	  context	  has	  
not	  acted	  and	  not	  pursued	  a	  behaviour	  that	  can	  be	  defined	  as	  normative.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  notice	  
that	   some	   of	   the	   Member	   States	   opposed	   the	   unilateral	   declaration:	   Greece,	   Cyprus,	   Spain,	  
Romania,	   Slovakia;	   even	   though	   as	   previously	   said	   it	   seems	   hard	   to	   value	   their	   intentions	   as	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
141	  Radin,	  Andrew.	  Op.	  cit.	  2014	  
142	  Radin,	  Andrew.	  Ibid.	  2014	  
143	  Capussela,	  Andrea.	  Op.	  cit.	  2011	  
144	  Tocci,	  Nathalie.	  Op.	  cit.	  2008	  
s1410989	   45	  
normative,	   since	   they	   are	   mostly	   interested	   with	   their	   own	   separationist	   movements.	   This	  
separation	   between	   EU	   and	   some	   of	   its	  Member	   States	   proves	   the	   existence	   of	   a	   separate	   EU	  
Foreign	  Policy,	  which	  is	  not	  simply	  the	  sum	  of	  the	  Foreign	  Policies	  of	  its	  Member	  States.	  Anyhow	  a	  
distinction	  between	  realpolitik	  Member	  States	  and	  normative	  Member	  States	  eludes	  the	  motif	  of	  
the	   dissertation,	   for	   the	   present	   analysis	   it	   is	   fundamental	   to	   state	   that	   the	   Council	   of	   the	   EU	  
(primarily	   due	   to	   its	   prominence	   in	   Foreign	   Policy),	   and	   the	   EU	   Commission	   have	   supported	  
Kosovo’s	  unilateral	  declaration	  of	  independence,	  therefore	  not	  acting	  in	  a	  normative	  way.	  On	  the	  
other	  hand,	  following	  the	  same	  line	  of	  thought,	  it	  can	  be	  said	  that	  during	  the	  UNMIK	  mandate	  the	  
EU	   kept	   its	   behaviour	   in	   line	   with	   the	   United	   Nations	   Security	   Council	   recommendations	   and	  
resolutions	  consequently	  acting	  in	  a	  normative	  way.	  Of	  course	  for	  an	  actor	  which	  presents	  itself	  as	  
a	   normative	   power	   a	   breach	   in	   the	   normative	   conduct	   has	   to	   have	   a	   greater	   weight	   in	   the	  
evaluation	  than	  following	  a	  normative	  behaviour,	  which	  ought	   to	  be	  the	  rule.	  Both	  according	  to	  
Tocci	   (2008)145	  and	  Watson	   (2009)146	  an	   international	   actor	   that	   operates	   unilaterally	   has	   to	   be	  
considered	   as	   an	   imperial	   actor.	   As	   clearly	   stated	   in	   the	   study	  by	   Tocci	   (2008)147:	   “The	   imperial	  
foreign	  policy	  type	  claims	  to	  pursue	  normative	  goals,	  yet	  not	  in	  a	  manner	  that	  binds	  itself.	  Rather	  
conforming	   to	   international	   law	  and	  multilateral	   frameworks	   it	   uses	  all	  means	  at	   its	   disposal	   to	  
impose	  new	  norms,	  even	   if	   this	  entails	   the	  breach	  of	   international	   law.”	  The	  definition	  seems	  to	  
perfectly	  fit	  the	  actions	  of	  the	  EU	  and	  of	  the	  US.	  However	  even	  though	  the	  overall	  assessment	  of	  
the	  EU	  as	  not	  acting	  with	  normative	  means	  in	  Kosovo,	  and	  consequently	  not	  acting	  as	  a	  normative	  
actor	  is	  consistent	  with	  Tocci	  (2008)148	  the	  dissertation	  separates	  from	  the	  study	  on	  the	  reasons	  of	  
the	   assessment.	   Tocci	   (2008)149	  values	   the	   EU	   as	   non-­‐normative	   for	   the	   bombing	   campaign	   on	  
Serbia	   of	   1999	   and	   the	   subsequent	   actions,	   while	   the	   dissertation	   values	   that	   the	   bombing	  
campaign	   of	   1999	   was	   guided	   by	   NATO	   and	   its	   members.	   The	   EU	   council	   first	   intervention	   in	  
support	  of	   the	  military	  campaign	   is	  dated	  May	  10	  1999	   (Council	  1999)150,	   two	  months	  after	   the	  
beginning	   of	   the	   military	   campaign.	   It	   is	   therefore	   more	   correct	   to	   state	   that	   NATO	   and	   its	  
members	   infringed	   international	   law	   rather	   than	   the	  EU.	  On	   the	  other	  hand,	   in	   the	   case	  of	   the	  
declaration	  of	   independence	  of	  2008	  the	  EU	   from	  the	   joint	  declaration	  with	   the	  US	  on	  played	  a	  
decisive	  role,	  and	  directly	  breached	  international	  law.	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  Op.	  cit.	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  Tocci,	  Nathalie.	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  cit.	  2008	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  Ibid.	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  Tocci,	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  Ibid.	  2008	  
150	  EU	  Council	  common	  position	  1999/318/CFSP,	  O.J.	  L-­‐	  123/1.	  1999	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Looking	   at	   EU’s	   actions	   after	   Kosovo’s	   independence,	   the	   assessment	   revolves	   around	   EULEX.	  
Does	  EULEX	  respect	  the	  whole	  of	  the	  normative	  rules	  envisaged	  by	  Manners	  (2002)151?	  As	  already	  
anticipated	  EULEX	  has	  been	  deployed	   in	  an	  ambiguous	  manner,	   through	  a	  deceptive	  use	  of	   the	  
UNSC	  Resolution	  1244,	  in	  order	  to	  be	  recognized	  as	  the	  legitimate	  successor	  of	  the	  UNMIK;	  such	  
considerations	   are	   in	   line	   with	   the	   previous	   arguments	   on	   the	   unilateral	   actions	   on	   Kosovo’s	  
independence.	   However	   it	   is	   interesting	   to	   value	   its	   implementation	   rather	   than	   its	   formal	  
procedure.	  As	  a	  policy	  instrument	  the	  EULEX	  appears	  a	  clear	  example	  of	  a	  normative	  instrument	  
aiming	  at	  the	  diffusion	  of	  rule	  of	  law.	  In	  line	  with	  the	  Copenhagen	  criteria	  EULEX	  should	  have	  used	  
conditionality	   to	   implement	   rule	  of	   law,	  however	  as	   reported	   the	  unclear	  mandate	  hindered	   its	  
conditionality	  capacity.	  EULEX	  seem	  to	  have	  been	  diffused	  using	  the	  normative	  means	  expressed	  
by	  Manners152,	   procedural	  diffusion	  with	   the	   institutionalization	  of	   a	   relationship.	   In	   this	   case	   it	  
must	  be	  assessed	  that	  the	  Stabilization	  and	  Association	  Process,	  and	  the	  other	  related	  contracts,	  
are	  contracts	  redacted	  by	  unequal	  parties.	  The	  EU	  in	  these	  contracts	  is	  also	  judge	  of	  whether	  the	  
conditions	  of	   the	   contracts	   are	  met,	   this	   is	  not	  decided	  by	  a	   third	  party	   as	   in	   regular	   contracts,	  
indeed	   the	   EU	   is	   always	   in	   a	   position	   to	   coerce	   in	   these	   agreements,	   as	   supported	   by	   other	  
literature	  (Chandler	  2010)153.	  Along	  with	  procedural	  diffusion	  also	  transference	  (as	  conditionality	  
even	   if	   hindered),	   and	   overt	   diffusion	   with	   the	   presence	   of	   EU	   institutions	   directly	   on	   third	  
countries	  territories,	  are	  present	  in	  the	  EULEX	  mission.	  
However	   all	   these	   procedures	   seems	   to	   not	   infringe	   any	   particular	   feature	   of	   the	   imperial	  
metaphor;	   there	   is	   no	  procedure	  or	   category	   that	   excludes	   the	   imperial	  metaphor.	  Moreover	   it	  
can	  be	  also	  assessed	  that	  since	  the	  imperial	  metaphor,	  envisages	  the	  EU	  as	  a	  post-­‐modern	  version	  
of	   an	   empire	   and	   of	   its	   civilizing	  mission,	   EULEX	   can	   also	   be	   regarded	   through	   the	   lens	   of	   the	  
imperial	  metaphor,	  and	  as	  briefly	  presented	  in	  the	  first	  part	  of	  the	  dissertation	  normative	  means	  
of	  diffusion	  can	  coincide	  with	  a	  civilizing	  mission,	  being	  both	  based	  on	  European	  Integration.	  The	  
distinct	  features	  of	  the	  frameworks	  do	  not	  seem	  to	  elude	  each	  other.	  Looking	  at	  EULEX	  it	  can	  be	  
stated	   that	   the	   imperial	   metaphor	   and	   normative	   power	   may	   be	   part	   of	   a	   bigger	   common	  
framework.	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Conclusions	  
	  
The	  dissertation	  tried	  to	  assess	  EU’s	  actions	  in	  Kosovo	  on	  the	  base	  of	  the	  internal	  and	  the	  external	  
political	  context	  of	  the	  Union,	  in	  order	  to	  gain	  a	  sound	  description	  of	  EU’s	  identity	  and	  therefore	  
its	  polity.	  To	  do	  so,	  in	  the	  first	  part	  identified	  two	  major	  theoretical	  frameworks	  that	  described	  EU	  
power,	  to	  be	  intended	  as	  a	  productive	  force,	  and	  that	  apparently	  clashed	  and	  created	  an	  antinomy	  
when	   juxtaposed.	  EU’s	  actions	   in	  Kosovo	  have	  been	   interpreted	   in	   the	   light	  of	  normative	  power	  
and	   in	   the	   light	   of	   imperial	  metaphor.	   The	   analysis	   concentrated	  on	  Kosovo	  between	  1999	   and	  
2014,	  separating	  two	  major	  time	  periods,	  1999-­‐2008	  from	  the	  NATO	  campaign	  to	  the	  declaration	  
of	   independence,	  and	  from	  2009	  to	  2014,	   from	  the	  deployment	  of	  EULEX	  onwards.	  For	   the	   first	  
period	   the	  dissertation	   found,	   consistently	  with	   the	  previous	   literature,	   that	   the	  EU	  acted	   in	   an	  
imperial	  way	  breaching	  the	  UNSC	  in	  2008,	  and	  that	  there	  is	  no	  significant	  difference	  between	  the	  
internal	  political	  and	  the	  external	  political	  context,	  between	  what	  were	  the	  intentions	  of	  the	  EU,	  
and	  how	   it	   can	  be	  perceived	  by	   the	   international	   sytstem.	  Even	   though	   the	  EU	  declares	   to	  be	  a	  
normative	  power,	  during	  the	  first	  timeframe	  it	  has	  not	  acted	  in	  a	  normative	  way,	  and	  has	  not	  been	  
perceived	  in	  a	  normative	  way.	  
Analysing	  the	  second	  timeframe	  and	  the	  deployment	  of	  EULEX	  it	  must	  be	  recognized	  that	  the	  EU	  
acted	  in	  a	  normative	  way	  (once	  it	  had	  already	  breached	  the	  UNSC)	  both	  in	  his	  means	  and	  his	  goals,	  
however	   EU’s	   behaviour	   in	   this	   period	   of	   time	   has	   not	   infringed	   any	   of	   the	   categories	   of	   the	  
imperial	  metaphor,	  making	  normative	  power	  and	  the	   imperial	  metaphor	   in	  this	  case	  co-­‐exist.	  As	  
they	  are	  currently	  categorized	  both	  frameworks	  appear	  to	  be	  valid	  in	  interpreting	  EU’s	  actions	  in	  
Kosovo	  from	  the	  declaration	  of	  independence	  on.	  
Moreover	   analysing	   EU-­‐Kosovo’s	   relationship	   through	   the	   lenses	   of	   the	   model	   proposed	   by	  
Watson154	  it	   can	   be	   said	   that	   the	   EU	   falls	   in	   between	   the	   categories	   of	   dominion	   and	   imperial	  
power	   in	   the	   pendulum.	   EU,	   consistently	   with	  Watson’s	   definition	   governs	   to	   some	   extent	   the	  
other	  community	  (Kosovo)	  even	  though	  different	   identities	  are	  kept,	  however	  through	  the	  overt	  
diffusion	   (a	   normative	   mean),	   the	   physical	   presence	   of	   the	   EU	   on	   the	   territory	   and	   the	  
fragmentation	  of	  sovereignty	   (with	   the	  EULEX)	   it	   seems	  to	  point	   towards	   the	   imperial	   sphere	  of	  
the	  pendulum.	  Anyhow	  it	  must	  be	  kept	  in	  mind	  that	  the	  feature	  of	  normative	  power	  cannot	  be	  fit	  
in	  Watson’s	  pendulum,	  and	  therefore	  reliability	  cannot	  be	  assured.	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Concluding	  it	  can	  be	  assessed	  that	  the	  imperial	  metaphor	  and	  normative	  power	  can	  co-­‐exist	  in	  the	  
second	   timeframe	   considered,	   while	   normative	   power	   had	   to	   be	   excluded	   from	   the	   former	  
timeframe.	   This	   makes	   categorizing	   the	   EU,	   and	   its	   polity,	   as	   a	   normative	   empire	   not	   an	  
unsustainable	  antinomy.	   In	  order	   to	  support	   this	  apparent	  contradiction	   (imperial	  empire)	  more	  
research	  is	  needed,	  however	  it	  can	  be	  hypothesised	  that	  the	  bridge	  between	  the	  two	  theoretical	  
frameworks	   can	   be	   found	   in	   universalism,	  which	   appears	   to	   be	   a	   declared	   part	   of	   the	   imperial	  
metaphor,	  and	  an	  epiphenomenon	  in	  normative	  power,	  and	  especially	  a	  crucial	  part	  of	  European	  
Integration	   as	   hypothesised.	   Peace,	   rule	   of	   law,	   democracy,	   liberty,	   and	   human	   rights	   can	   be	  
regarded	   as	   universal	   categories	   in	   normative	   power,	   and	   as	   the	   post-­‐modern	   civilizing	  mission	  
present	  in	  the	  imperial	  metaphor.	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